CiTY COUNCIL REPORT

MEETING DATE: 07/10/2006  ITEM No. ;2/ GOAL: Economy

SUBJECT

REQUEST

BACKGROUND

Action Taken

SkySong Lease Amendment

The City Council is requested to adopt Resolution No. 6958 authorizing Agreement
No. 2004-119-COS-A1, an amendment to the ground lease between the City and
Arizona State University Foundation Scottsdale, L.L.C. which was adopted in July
and effective on August 9, 2004, to allow for the addition of residential uses at the
SkySong project at the southeast corner of Scottsdale Rd. and McDowel!l Rd. If the
lease amendment is approved by City Council, the design of the project will be
reviewed and addressed by the Development Review Board at future meetings.

Related Policies, References:

- Agreement No. 2004-119-COS, existing ground lease — 8/9/04 (effective date)

- ASU Scottsdale Ad-Hoc Task Force “Design Guidelines and Development
Framework for the ASU-Scottsdale center for New Technology and Innovation and
the Surrounding Area” report issued — 2/05

- ASU-Scottsdale Center for New Technology and Innovation - zoning approval
Case #26-ZN-2005 — 6/21/05

On August 9, 2004 the City purchased the former Los Arcos Mall site and entered
into a long term lease with the Arizona State University Foundation for the
development of the ASU Scottsdale Center for New Technology and Innovation,
commonly referred to as “SkySong”. This facility is planned to encompass 1.2
million square feet of space, primarily office/research space with some support
retail and services, and will have a strong emphasis on research and technology.

The key aspects of the existing ground lease are:

1. Parties: The City is the owner of the land (lessor), and entered into a ground
lease with the ASU Foundation Scottsdale L..L.C., a limited liability company
affiliate of the not-for-profit ASU Foundation (ASUF).

2. Leased Premises: While the City acquired approximately 42 acres of land, the
lease is only for 37 acres. The City reserved 1.5 acres on Scottsdale Rd. and
3.5 acres east of 74" St. for future development opportunities.

3. Development: It is currently anticipated that the ASUF Center, when fully
developed, will consist of a number of buildings and plaza/landscaped open
space areas and will include at least 1,200,000 sq. ft. of leasable space. In
addition, the Center will have approximately 3000-4000 parking spaces,
principally in parking structures. The permitted maximum FAR (floor area
ratio) is 0.8; maximum building height is 60 feet.
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10.

11.

Total Development Cost: ASUF currently projects total Center development
costs to be approximately $300 million.

Development Schedule: The lease calls for ASUF to meet the following
development timetable:

* Commencement of construction of the first phase (not less than
150,000 sq. ft.) by or before August 1, 2006 — this phase has already
begun construction

* Completion of construction of the first phase (not less than 150,000 sq.
ft.) by or before August 1, 2007

*  Completion of construction of the second phase (not less than 150,000
sq. ft.) by or before August 1, 2010

* An additional 150,000 sq. ft. (minimum) of leasable building area must
be completed every three years thereafter until build-out of the project.

Under this schedule, complete build-out is required by approximately

2028; ASUF is currently ahead of this schedule, with phases 1 and 2

expected to be complete by the end of 2007, and currently the complete

build-out is projected for approximately 2012-2015.

Lease Term: The initial term of the Lease is 99 years, with the right to extend
the Lease for an additional 99 years.

Nature of the Center: ASUF is required to have not less than 51% of the
leaseable area (exclusive of the retail area) of the first phase occupied by
organizations or businesses whose work or activities involve technology,
innovation or creativity; this character must be maintained for the entire Center
With regard to the development of the Center as a whole, ASUF will support
the goals and mission of Arizona State University and, recognizing the need,
from time to time, to modify the composition of the tenant mix to respond to
changing market conditions and to protect ASUF’s and the City’s investment
in the Center, ASUF is required to maintain the character as a technology,
innovation and creativity Center. The first building is nearly leased out, with
key tenants including Arizona State (for a number of technology related
functions), Wildfire Broadband, e-Funds, and the Arizona Technology
Council.

Remedy in the Event of Non-Performance: If ASUF is unable to develop the
Center in conformity with the prescribed timetable or if the character of the
Center does not comply with the requirements of the Lease, then the City will
have the right to terminate the Lease as to all remaining undeveloped property.
City Expenditures relating to the Center: The City acquired the Los Arcos
property for $41.5 million, and leased about 90% of it to ASUF, meaning that
ASUF’s share of the site is $36.9 million. The City is also responsible for up
to $44.5 million of infrastructure (such as streets, water and sewer lines,
landscaping, and parking) related to the development of the Center.

City Approvals: The development received its zoning approvals on June 21,
2005 (to a Planned Community zoning district). The first two phases of the
project received design approval on December 13, 2005, and the project held
an official groundbreaking on January 20, 2006. All future development
phases will still require City design review and permit approvals. No fee
waivers, tax abatements, or sales tax reimbursements are to be granted with
respect to development of the Center by ASUF.

Operation of the Center: ASUF is responsible for and controls all leasing,
marketing, operations, financing, development and construction of the Center
and will manage (directly or through property management professionals) all
day-to-day operations, including parking garage operations, landscape
maintenance, rent collections, janitorial and security services, etc. ASUF has
engaged a master development team (Higgins-Plaza/USAA) to assist in the
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planning, design, financing and operation of the Center.

12. Rent/Recovery of City Investment: ASUF shall pay to the City, on an annual
basis, fifty percent (50%) of the net revenues generated from the Center. These
payments are (i) subject to an aggregate cap of $81.4 million; and (ii) will be
computed after deducting from gross revenues received from Center tenants
and visitors: (a) project-related operating and maintenance expenses; (b) debt
service payments (principal, interest and impounds) relating to the Center; and
(c) a reserve for tenant improvements and capital expenditures from the gross
revenues (including parking revenues) received from Center tenants and
visitors. In the event of a refinancing or sale, any net proceeds will be shared
equally by ASUF and the City.

After the lease was entered into, the City Council in November of 2004, appointed
an Ad Hoc Citizens Working Group to prepare guidelines and a framework plan
for the ASU-Scottsdale center and for the Scottsdale Road and McDowell Road
corridors. The eleven member working group met through March 2005 to provide
input on planning concepts and to generate guiding principles for the ASU
Scottsdale site and surrounding area. These principles are:

Create balance of land uses and relationships between parcels;
Encourage meaningful open space and public uses;

Facilitate mobility and interconnectivity;

Demonstrate Scottsdale’s continued commitment to quality;
Exemplify Environmental Sustainability;

Promote social and economic vitality of the site and surrounding area.

The Working Group, with the assistance of staff and Urban Design Associates
(UDA) of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, created the resulting document known as the
Design Guidelines and Development Framework for the ASU-Scottsdale Center for
New Technology and Innovation and the Surrounding Area (attachment 3), which
along with amended development standards and land uses, serves as the direction
for revitalization of the area. Over 200 individuals participated and provided
information and comments to help create this document.

In July of 2005, the City Council rezoned the site to Planned Community (PC),
which allows research and development, general office, retail, medical office,
government, service related, and residential uses. During the rezoning process,
several requirements were put into place and implemented with regard to how the
site plan should function, both on a human scale (pedestrian friendly) and the
relationship of the open spaces to the various structures. Further, the design
guidelines discussed the focus of the project to be designed to have a wide range of
land uses and be an example of urban form.,

The development framework plan (attachment 4), submitted and approved with
zoning case 26-ZN-2004, established a combination of land uses, including
identifying building areas, street and parking zones, and open space/plaza areas.
This framework plan was set forth in the zoning case, so that all subsequent
development and phases would be evaluated and considered based upon the
adopted framework principles. Staff has used this document as a tool in analyzing
the current proposatl.
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ASUF has requested that the lease be modified to allow for the ability to add a
residential component to SkySong. While the approved zoning for the site does
allow for residential, the current lease does not allow it, and therefore would need
to be amended for residential to be built. ASUF desires to build a market-rate, high
quality, rental residential community of approximately 325 units as phase 3 of
SkySong. This project would be located on the southeastern quadrant of the site,
and would wrap the proposed parking structure for that quadrant (see attachment
#5). The addition of residential to the project is seen by the developer as an
important component to making it a true mixed-use development; the expectation
is that some of the employees at SkySong would live in these residential units.
ASUF has requested that a decision be made at this time in order for it to determine
the configuration and parking needs related to the phase 2 office building in this
same quadrant, which can not move forward until a decision on this is made.

The proposed lease amendment includes the following key terms:

1. Residential Permitted: The lease “Permitted Uses™ section would be amended
to allow for the development of residential uses. This residential would not
replace current uses, but would be allowed in addition to the current plan — the
1.2 million sq.ft. of commercial space would still be required to be built. The
residential would be built in addition to that, but within the current
development parameters (0.8 FAR and 60° height). The maximum number of
units would be as permitted under the current zoning (approximately 805
units).

2. Type of Residential Development: The amendment would require that any
residential constructed must be designed, marketed, and operated as “market-
rate” housing for the general public, and would not allowed to be student
dorms, fraternities, sororities, or any other type of student housing controlled
by Arizona State University.

3. Residential Phasing: The amendment specifies that the initial residential
development is limited to 325 units. Additional residential units over and
above that amount (up to the 805 maximum allowed by the zoning), would
only be allowed based on a ratio of one residential unit for each 1,000 sq.ft. of
commercial space built after the first two phases. The residential may be built
concurrently with the commercial space, but will not receive a Certificate of
Occupancy until the commensurate amount of commercial space receives a
Certificate of Occupancy. This means that the first two phases of the
commercial component of SkySong would contain a maximum of 325
residential units; for ASUF to achieve all 805 units allowed under the zoning,
they would have to have built 805,000 sq.ft. of commercial space.

4. City Costs: The amendment will specify that there will be no costs of any kind
relating to the residential component borne by the City, nor will any of the
costs associated with the residential component be part of the City’s current
infrastructure obligation of $44.5 million. Further, for the first parking
structure (the southeast quadrant), the City’s obligation for parking for the
commercial components of that structure shall be capped at $12,000 per space
(credited against the infrastructure obligation), even though current parking
construction cost estimates are significantly higher per space than that amount.

5. City Revenues: The amendment provides for two revenue opportunities for the
City related to the residential. For each residential unit developed, the City
will receive §9,200, to be credited against the City’s infrastructure obligation
(or if the City has no further obligations then in cash). For the initial 325 units,
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this amounts to $2.99 million, meaning that the City’s infrastructure obligation
would drop from $44.5 million to $41.51 million. Should all the units entitled
by the zoning be built, then the City’s obligation would fall further to $37.09
million. In addition to that, the City also has the ability to share in the net
revenues from a sale of the residential complex in the future; if the developer
realizes any net revenues from a future sale of the residential over $40,000 per
unit, the City will share in those net revenues on a 50/50 basis.

The current lease is structured as a straight 50/50 sharing of net revenues, which
the developer proposed be continued for the residential portions of this transaction.
The City suggested a different approach (in order to help reduce infrastructure
costs and potential debt service payments) of an upfront payment plus potential
sharing of future net revenues. The $9,200 per unit was based on 50% of the
expected net revenues that this development is projected to return from a future
sale, based on the pro-forma for this project. This arrangement would allow the
City to receive a guaranteed amount upfront to help offset development costs.

All other terms and conditions in the current lease would remain in effect.

Land use assessment and policy implications.

The addition of a residential component to the Center has been discussed by the
Ad-Hoc working group and the concept was supported by the Planning
Commission and Development Review Board members as the zoning case
progressed through public hearing review in the summer of 2005. Ultimately the
City Council approved the zoning which included residential as an allowed use
within the mixed-use project.

As the zoning allows for this use, the staff review has focused on how this proposal
assures that the residential is complimentary to the primary objective of
establishing a dynamic pedestrian oriented research and retail center. As discussed
by the Ad-Hoc working group, the Planning Commission and Development
Review Board in recent meetings, staff finds that the location of this proposed
residential component serves as a transition to the adjoining neighborhoods and
creates a strong pedestrian character and connection into the core of the site.

Additionally the design and quality of the proposal with regards to the overall
technology vision is presently in review. Two Development Review Board Study
Sessions have been held and staff is working with the applicants design team to
coordinate individual meetings with the DRB members over the next couple of
weeks. Staff agrees with the variety of design concerns raised by the DRB,
Planning Commission and community members and have scheduled future DRB
meetings for July and August to insure that the design character, quality and details
are consistent with the overall project and community objectives.

Financial assessment.

The amendment would result in a positive financial benefit for the City. There are
no City cost obligations associated with this amendment. The development of the
initial residential units would reduce the City’s infrastructure obligation by
approximately $3.0 million; if all 805 units were developed then the obligation
would drop by about $7.4 million. The City would also have the potential for
additional revenues from a profit sharing arrangement upon a sale of the residential
in the future — should the developer realize any profit over $40,000 per unit, the
City would share in that on a 50/50 basis. Furthermore, the City would also
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receive new tax revenues from the development of the residential. For the first
phase, all new tax revenues to the City (construction tax, lease rental tax, property
tax, etc.) over the first 20 years are estimated to total $2.12 million. Should all 805
units be built, the City would realize a total of $5.23 million over 20 years.

[n summary (assuming no additional revenues through the net revenue
participation) the City should see at a minimum the following new additional

revenue as a result of this action:

Initial 325 Units  Zoning Max. Units

Lease revenues $2.99 mil. $7.40 mil.
New tax revenues 2.12 mil. 5.23 mil.
Totals: $5.11 mil. - $12.63 mil.

Policy implications.

The ASU-Scottsdale Ad-Hoc Task Force was reconvened and held a public
meeting to discuss this project on June 13, 2006 at the Stadium, which was
attended by about 25 members of the public. Six members of the ASU Scottsdale
Ad Hoc Citizen’s Advisory Working Group attended this meeting regarding Phase
III of the SkySong project.

Following a project overview presentation the meeting was opened for input from
both the working group and the 25 citizens who were in attendance. In general,
four of the six Ad Hoc members stated their full support for residential and
emphasized that mixed use, including residential was thoroughly discussed
throughout the Ad Hoc review process; two of the members had questions related
to the economic benefit of adding residential; the information sharing and
involvement process; and potential impacts of increased density that would affect
traffic patterns and the amount of parking available. The majority of the members
endorsed residential as complementary to the innovation and technology focus and
indicated it would be beneficial to attracting knowledge workers to the site. In
addition, these members emphasized residential as a key component to creating a
mixed-use environment that is active, serves as a public gathering place, and serves
as an effective transition to the adjacent residential neighborhood. Comments from
the Ad Hoc working group and meeting attendees are attached in the form of
meeting minutes (attachment #6).

On June 14", the Planning Commission agenda included a discussion item related
to the McDowell Corridor revitalization, including an update on SkySong Phase
III. The Planning Commission unanimously reiterated their expectation and
concurrence for a mixed-use project that includes residential. In addition, they
recommended that the minutes from their meeting be forwarded to the City Council
prior to their July 10 review of the lease amendment and those minutes are attached
(attachment #7).

The Development Review Board has held two study session meetings to discuss
the project site and architectural design. The DRB comments noted their
appreciation for the architects’ efforts to listen and respond to their input; however
they have several areas of concern with the building elevations that they expect to
see significant improvement in design. Recognizing these concerns the
Architect/Development team will be working to address the comments and will be
meeting with staff and individual DRB members over the next several weeks.
Additional DRB meetings are tentatively planned for July 20™ and August 24" to
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continue the design discussion and ultimately seek approval of the parking
structure and residential proposal.

Community involvement.

There has been very significant community review and discussion regarding this
proposal. It has been extensively covered by the local media, the City has used a
variety of mechanisms to provide information about this project, and there have
been a number of public meetings to discuss this. An open house was held on May
31, 2006 at the Design Studio, attended by over 100 members of the public. The
ASU-Scottsdale Ad-Hoc Task Force was reconvened and held a public meeting to
discuss this project on June 13, 2006 at the Stadium, which was attended by about
25 members of the public. The Planning Commission and Development Review
Board have also held meetings to discuss the project.

All written communications received from interested citizens regarding this
proposal have been included (attachment #8).

Available funding.

This amendment would have no cost implications to the City. All costs of the
residential development will be borne by the developer. This amendment would
result in new revenues to the City of between $5.1 and 12.6 million over the first
20 years of this transaction, plus the potential for additional revenue through the
50/50 sharing of any developer net revenues from a sale

Staffing, workload impact.

Other than time required related to the development approval of the project, which
would be offset by development application and building permit fees, there is no
anticipated impact to City staffing or workload.

Maintenance requirements.
This amendment would have no cost implications to the City. All maintenance
costs are the obligation of the developer.

Future budget implications/cost recovery options.

Approval of this amendment would have positive budget implications to the City.
Each additional residential unit will result in the payment to the City of $9,200, as
well as afford the opportunity to share in the net revenues of the development. The
expected first phase of residential (325 units) would result in an approximate $3.0
million payment to the City, which will reduce the City’s current infrastructure
obligation from $44.5 million to $41.5 million. If all 805 units authorized by the
site’s zoning were to be built, the total payment to the City would be about $7.4
million, which would reduce the infrastructure obligation to $37.1 million. The
City could also see additional revenue via a profit sharing arrangement — should a
sale of the units occur, the City could share in net revenues over a baseline level on
a 50/50 basis. In addition, the project will generate net new tax revenues to the
City — over 20 years these are projected to total between $5.1 and 12.6 million,
depending upon how many units were ultimately built.

Description of Option A:
Approve the lease amendment No. 2004-119-COS-A1 to allow for the addition of
residential to SkySong.

Description of Option B:
Do not approve the lease amendment, which would result in the Center being built




as per the original lease without residential.

Description of Option C:
Delay a decision and seek further community input.

Recommended Approach:
Option A — approve lease amendment No. 2004-119-COS-A1

Proposed Next Steps:

Should the lease amendment be approved the next step would be to consider the
design of the proposed residential units, with a public hearing in front of the City’s
Development Review Board.

RESPONSIBLE DEPT(S) Economic Vitality, Planning and Development Services

STAFF CONTACTS Ed Gawf, Assistant City Manager, 480-312-4510, egawf(@scottsdaleaz.gov
Kroy Ekblaw, Executive Assistant - Special Projects, Planning and Development
Services, 480-312-7064, kekblaw(@scottsdaleaz.gov
David Roderique, Economic Vitality General Manager, 480-312-7601,
droderique@scottsdaleaz.gov
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ATTACHMENTS 1. Resolution No. 6958

2. Lease Amendment No. 2004-119-COS-A1

Ad-Hoc Advisory Committee “Design Guidelines and Development
Framework” report

Development framework plan

Conceptual site plan

Ad-Hoc Meeting Minutes from June 13, 2006 meeting

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes from June 14, 2006 meeting
Written comments from public regarding this proposal
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RESOLUTION NO. 6958

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SCOTTSDALE,
MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, AUTHORIZING AN AMENDMENT TO
THE GROUND LEASE AGREEMENT RELATED TO THE PROPOSED
SKYSONG PROJECT ON PROPERTY AT THE SITE OF THE FORMER
LOS ARCOS MALL

(Los Arcos ground lease amendment)

WHEREAS:

A. By resolution No. 6524, adopted July 6, 2004, the Council of the City of
Scottsdale authorized a lease (the “Lease”) with Arizona State University Foundation
Scottsdale, L.L.C. (“Lessee”) for a thirty-seven (37) acre parcel located at the southeast corner
of Scottsdale Road and McDowell Road.

B. The City Council previously adopted Zoning Ordinance 3629 that allows for more
diverse residential use of the property.

C. The City Council has determined that the public good can be best furthered by
amending the Lease to be consistent with the City Council’s prior zoning decision.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that:

Section 1. The Mayor is hereby authorized to execute on behalf of the City of
Scottsdale Agreement No. 2004-119-COS-A1, the First Amendment to the
ASU/Scottsdale Center for New Technology and Innovation Ground Lease.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Scottsdale this ____ day of
, 2006.

Mary Manross, Mayor
ATTEST:

Carolyn Jagger, City Clerk

APP EDA

% Debdreh W. Robberson, City Aftorney

2698414v2 .
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WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:
City of Scottsdale

One Stop Shop/Records

(Ed Gawf)

7447 E. Indian School Road, Suite 100

Scottsdale, AZ 85251
C.0.S. Contract No. 2004-119-COS-A1

(Los Arcos Skysong)

FIRST AMENDMENT TO GROUND LEASE AGREEMENT

THIS FIRST AMENDMENT TO GROUND LEASE AGREEMENT (the “Amendment”) is
made this 10™ day of July, 2006 by and between the City of Scottsdale, an Arizona municipal
corporation (“Landlord”) and ASUF Scottsdale, L.L.C., an Arizona limited liability company
(“Tenant”).

WITNESSETH

A. Landiord is the owner of certain real property (the “Property”) located at the southeast
corner of Scottsdale Road and McDoweli Road in the City of Scottsdale, Maricopa County,
Arizona, and more particularly described in that certain Ground Lease Agreement dated
August 9, 2004 and recorded August 9, 2004, at document No. 2004-0920528 of the public

records of Maricopa County, Arizona the “Original Agreement”).

B. Landlord’s City Council adopted Zoning Ordinance 3629 on June 21, 2005, that allows
more diverse residential use of the Property.

C. The City Council has determined that the public good can be best furthered by amending
the Lease to be consistent with the City Council’s prior zoning decision.

D. Undefined terms capitalized in this Amendment have the meanings assigned in the
Original Agreement.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and the mutual promises and
representations contained herein, Tenant and Landlord agree as follows:

1. Residential Units Permitted. The following changes are made to the Original Agreement
regarding residential uses of the Premises:

1.1 In recital B, of the Original Agreement, after the word “retail”, insert the word
“ residential”.

1.2 In subsection 3.1(b), of the Original Agreement, after the word “office”, insert the
word “, residential”.

1.3 In subsection 3.1(d)(xx) of the Original Agreement, delete the word “residential”.

1.4 Insert a new subsection 3.3(h) to the Original Agreement as follows:

2627648v10
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1.5
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(h) Number of Residential Units. To maintain the commercial
character of the Project, the number of residential units will be limited so
that the maximum number of residential units in the entire Project is the
lesser of:

0] The limit under the now existing PCD zoning.

(i) One residential unit for each one thousand (1,000) square
feet of non-residential office or retail space constructed.

Insert a new subsection 3.3(i) to the Original Agreement as follows:

(i) Timing of Residential Units. Tenant will not construct residential
units faster than allowed by the following rules:

(i) Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 3.3(h) above, the
maximum number of residential units in the first residential phase is three
hundred twenty five (325). The first residential phase is the area of the
area of the Project depicted on the map attached hereto as Exhibit “D”
(the “Residential Map”). Such residential units shall not be occupied or
issued a certificate of occupancy until a shell certificate of occupancy is
issued for the commercial buildings designated as “A” and “B” on the
Residential Map. However, in the event a delay in the issuance of a shell
certificate of occupancy occurs for the non-residential building and the
City Manager in his or her sole discretion determines that Tenant is
diligently pursuing such shell certificate of occupancy, and that the delay
will not exceed ninety (90) days, then he or she may permit the certificate
of occupancy for the residential units to be issued.

(i) No residential unit that is not part of the first phase of
residential units will be occupied or issued a certificate of occupancy until
a shell certificate of occupancy has been issued for the corresponding
non-residential building that justified the residential unit’s construction.
For example, the first one hundred (100) residential units that are not part
of the first phase of residential units will not be occupied (or issued a
certificate of occupancy) until a shell certificate of occupancy is issued for
one hundred thousand (100,000) square feet of non-residential buildings
(in addition to the commercial buildings designated as “A” and “B” on the
Residential Map). However, in the event a delay in the issuance of a
shell certificate of occupancy occurs for the non-residential building and
the City Manager in his or her sole discretion determines that Tenant is
diligently pursuing such shell certificate of occupancy, and that the delay
will not exceed ninety (90) days, then he or she may permit the certificate
of occupancy for the residential units to be issued.

(iii) Construction of a residential unit, after the first residential
phase, will not commence until Tenant commences construction of the
corresponding non-residential building that justified the residential unit's
construction.

n



1.6 Schedule 1 attached to this Amendment is hereby attached to the Original
Agreement as Exhibit “D” to the Original Agreement.

2. Residential Restrictions. At the end of subsection 3.1(b), insert the following:

Residential units will be subject to the following additional restrictions:

(i) The residential units shall be designed, constructed,
marketed and operated as “market rate” housing for the general public,
and not targeted to students.

(ii) The residential units will not be used as student dorms,
fraternities, or sororities, or in any way controlled directly or indirectly by
ASU. ‘

3. Residential Parking. In subsection 3.2(e) of the Original Agreement, insert a new
subsection(v) with regard to parking for the residential units as follows:

(v) Tenant is responsible to provide all code required parking
under the approved zoning for the residential units as follows:

a. The parking for all residential units will be in one or
more parking structures.

b. Tenant will construct all parking structures for
residential use at Tenant expense and at no expense to Landlord and
shall bear all incremental costs associated with making Project
Infrastructure suitable for residential development. Without limitation,
Tenant will bear all increased costs caused by a parking structure not
being a stand alone, naturally ventilated parking structure.

C. When a parking structure serves both residential
and non-residential uses the portion of the cost allocable to the
non-residential part of the project shall be limited to the cost of a stand
alone, naturally ventilated parking structure.

4. Parking Structure Acceleration. Under subsection 3.2(e)(ii) of the Original Agreement,
prior to completion of permanent parking structures, Landlord was to have provided temporary
surface parking lots for the first four hundred fifty thousand (450,000) feet of non-residential
space. To reduce the amount of temporary surface parking lot required, insert the following new

subsection 3.2(e)(vi):

(vi) In the event Tenant elects to construct the first phase
residential units before Landlord constructs the parking for the first four
hundred fifty thousand (450,000) square feet of commercial
improvements, then Tenant shall construct the southeast parking
structure as follows:

a. The southeast parking structure will accommodate
all of the code required parking for the first phase residential units and all
of the parking for building “B” as shown on the Residential Map.
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b. Landlord shall pay, as its contribution to the cost
of the portion of the southeast parking structure allocated to
non-residential uses, the lesser of actual costs or Twelve Thousand and
No/100 Dollars ($12,000.00) per parking space, subject to a maximum of
Six Million and No/100 Dollars ($6,000,000.00).

C. Landlord’s payment 1o reimburse Tenant's
construction of the southeast parking structure shall be paid on the later
of Tenant's completion of the southeast parking structure or
July 10, 2007. Landlord’s payment shall be part of the Infrastructure Cap.

d. Tenant will construct the southeast parking
structure according to applicable procurement laws.

5. Coordination with Rent and Infrastructure Cap. Insert a new section 5.12 in the Original
Agreement as follows:

5.12 Rent with Respect to Residential Units. Tenant shall pay Landlord
all Rent with regard to the residential units in compliance with all
requirements of this Lease in the same manner as other portions of the
Project except as modified as follows:

(i) With respect to residential uses, Net Revenues shall be
calculated on the first arm’s length third party sale of the residential unit.
Specifically, but without limitation, such first sale shall not include any
transfer by foreclosure sale, trustee’s sale, sheriff's sale or deed in lieu of
foreclosure, or any subsequent sale by the foreclosing lender. Any
operating Net Revenue with respect to a residential unit prior to the first
such sale of the residential unit shall be added to and increase the sales
price of the residential unit for purposes of calculating Net Revenue for
the residential unit.

(ii) The Net Revenue of the residential units will be calculated
separately from the Net Revenue of the non-residential portion of the
project, so that costs incurred for residential development do not diminish
Net Revenue Landlord receives for the non-residential parts of the
project, and vice versa.

(iii) When other Project costs are incurred to serve both
residential and non-residential parts of the Project, the incremental cost to
serve the residential part will be allocated to the residential units and the
remainder will be allocated to the non-residential part.

(iv) Landlord’s funds shall not be spent for the residential units
or for parking structures, or any Infrastructure or other things to support
the residential units or for any costs caused by the residential units being
included in the Project. Tenant shall bear all costs to design, construct
and operate the residential units.

(v) When a certificate of occupancy is issued for a residential
unit, Tenant shall pay to Landlord the amount of Nine Thousand Two

2627648v10 4



Hundred and No/100 Dollars ($9,200,00) (the “Unit Amount”) as a partial
payment of Rent for that residential unit as follows:

(1) If, at the time the certificate of occupancy has been
issued, the remaining unspent amount of the Infrastructure Cap is more
than the Unit Amount, then Tenant’'s payment shall be made by reducing
the remaining unspent amount of the Infrastructure Cap by the Unit
Amount. If the Infrastructure Cap is reduced in that manner, then the
Landlord’s Costs, the Total Cost Cap, and other amounts that include the
Infrastructure Cap shall likewise be reduced so that Landlord’s funding
obligations under this Lease are reduced dollar-for-dollar.

(2) In the event the Unit Amount exceeds the
remaining unspent amount of the Infrastructure Cap, Tenant shall pay the
excess amount to Landlord in cash, to the extent of the shortfall.

(3) No credit or cash payment Landlord receives of a
Unit Amount is refundable to Tenant for any reason.

(4) For purposes of calculating Net Revenue for
non-residential portions of the Project, the Net Revenue calculations shall
be applied as if Landlord had spent all Unit Amounts (whether received by
Landlord as credit or cash) for Infrastructure. For purposes of calculating
Net Revenue for residential portions of the Project, the Unit Amount shall
be considered a Project cost and shall be subtracted from Gross
Revenue in determining Net Revenue.

(vi) Tenant shall also pay to Landlord Net Revenue from a
residential unit as follows:

(1) Tenant shall retain the first Forty Thousand and
No/100 Dollars ($40,000.00) of Net Revenue from each residential unit.

(2) Tenant shall pay to Landlord fifty percent (50%) of
all remaining Net Revenue from said residential unit no later than thirty
(30) days after the sale.

(vii)  All amounts paid by Tenant as Rent shall be subject to the
limits otherwise applicable to Rent paid to Landlord, except that Unit
Amounts payable after Tenant has paid Rent equal to the Total Cost Cap
shall not be subject to the Total Cost Cap.

6. Miscellaneous. The parties also agree as follows:

6.1 Recording. Within ten (10) days after the date of this Amendment, Tenant shall
cause this Amendment to be recorded in the office of the Maricopa County Recorder.

6.2 No Further Amendment. Except as expressly amended by specific provisions ot
this Amendment, the Original Agreement and the parties’ respective rights and obligations
related to the Original Agreement are not affected by this Amendment.

2627648v10 ] 5



6.3 Integration. This Amendment constitutes the entire agreement between the
parties with respect to amending the Original Agreement and supersedes any prior agreement,
understanding, negotiation, draft agreements, discussion outlines, correspondence and
memoranda or representation regarding amending the Original Agreement.

6.4  Tenant's Prior Assignees. Tenant warrants and represents that instruments in
substantially the form attached to this Amendment as Schedule 2 (the “Lienholder Consents”) have
been executed and acknowledged by each person other than City having or claiming a lien, lease,
easement, sublease or other interest in or under the Original Agreement or in any part of the
Property whereby such persons join in this Amendment and subject and subordinate their interests
to this Amendment and the Original Agreement and all requirements, provisions and conveyances
of this Amendment and the Original Agreement. Tenant shall attach such Lienholder Consents to
this Agreement and record them with this Amendment.

6.5 Third Party Beneficiaries. There are no third party beneficiaries to this Amendment
or the Original Agreement.

EXECUTED as of the date first given above.

Tenant: ASUF SCOTTSDALE, L.L.C., an Arizona
limited liability company

By:

[ts:

City: CITY OF SCOTTSDALE, an Arizona
municipel corporation

By:

Mary Manross, Mayor

ATTEST:

Carolyn Jagger, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ebéfﬁﬁ W. Robberson, City Attorney

2627648v10 6



STATE OF ARIZONA )
) ss.
County of Maricopa )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of
2006 by , , of ASUF
Scottsdale, L.L.C., an Arizona limited liability company.

Notary Public
My Commission Expires:
STATE OF ARIZONA )
) ss.
County of Maricopa )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 2006

by Mary Manross, Mayor of the City of Scottsdale, an Arizona municipal corporation.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

2627648v10 7



TABLE OF SCHEDULES TO FIRST AMENDMENT

Schedules Description

1 Map showing first residential phase.
2 Form of consent to first amendment to ground lease
amendment.
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CONSENT TO FIRST AMENDMENT TO GROUND LEASE AGREEMENT

The undersigned, having or claiming a sublease, lien or other interest in the Property under the
Original Agreement as defined in the First Amendment to Ground Lease Agreement to which this
consent is attached hereby joins in said Amendment and the Original Agreement and subjects and
subordinates its interests to said Amendment and the Original Agreement as so amended and their
requirements.

EXECUTED as of the date of the said Amendment.

By:
its:
STATE OF ARIZONA )
) SS.
County of Maricopa )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of -
2006, by , of , a

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

Schedule 2
lof1

2627648v10
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Introduction

Purpose

This document identifies the issues and objectives for the
ASU-Scottsdale Center for New Technology and Innovation
(ASU-Scottsdale Center) site and the surrounding area. It will
serve as the support for the re-zoning of the ASU-Scottsdale
Center site and as the final report of the Ad Hoc Citizens
Advisorv Working Greup. The guidelines and framework of
this report indicate Scetrsdale’s aspirations for the site and sur-
rounding area. They are not to be taken as absolutes, or to be
applied only to the Arizona State University Foundation
(ASUF) developer, but will be used to guide the direction of

development of the site and surrounding area.

Background

In August 2004 the Cirv of Scottsdale purchased the vacant
42-acre former Los Arcos Mall site with the purpose of revita'-
izing the southern part of Scottsdale and promoting economic
vitality. The Ciry's goal for the site and surrounding areas is to
create “an urba1, mived-use knowledge-based center, which
includes high-tech business incubation, education, research,
office, and possible creative options to incorporate appropriate
residential, connmercial, and supportive rerail uses.”

Also in August, the City entered into a long term lease
agreement with the ASUF for 37 acres of the site on which
will be situated the ASU-Scottsdale Center. The Ciry retained
5 acres of the 42 acres for future development. The vision of
ASUF for the 37 acre ASU-Scotrsdale Center is for "a uniquc
21st century business community location for technology inno-
vation and comrercialization that stimulates the economy,
revitalizes the neighburhood and brands the City, ASU and the

region as leaders in the knowledge economy.” The lease

requires signif.cant investments to be made by the Citv and

ASUE.

1o
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In November 2004, the Scotrsdale
Citv Council selected Urban Design
Associates (UDA) of Pittsburgh to work
with city staff and the community to pre-
pare guidelines and a framework plan for
the ASU-Scottsdale Center site and to
develop a revitalization strategy for the
Scotrsdale Road and McDowell Road
corridors. Also in November, the City
Council appointed an eleven member Ad
Hoc Citizens Advisory Working Group
to work with city staff and UDA and o
advise Council on development guide-
fines and a framework plan for the ASU-
Scottsdale Center and the surrounding

area.




11 Planning Context

Regional Map

The ASU-Sccitsdale
Contor is located in Hhe
conter cf the rfgimz,
P)‘G.‘:ff?!dh’ to the
airport, ASU Tempe
and Dowentoion

Scetzsdale.

cSurronnding Aren
&

The ASU-Scortsdale Center site is located in Scottsdale at a
strategic point in the Phoenix region at the intersection of two
major arterial streets, Scotrsdale and MeDowell Roads. The
site is within minutes of the ASU Tempe Campus and Down-
town Scottsdale. Also conveniently nearby are the Phoenix Skv
Harbor Airpors, Downtown Phoenix, and the Loop 101 and
Loop 202 Frecways,

This scetioa of Scottsdale, as one of the earliest-settled
parts of the Ciry, is characterized by single-family residential
neighborhoods and strip commercial development along the
arterial roads. Two regional open space amenities flank Scotts-
dale: the Indian Bend Wash to the east and Papago Park to the
west.

The closing of the Los Arcos Mall in 1999 left a hole in
the City. Controversial redevelopment proposals for a sports
arena and later for big-box retail developments did not materi-

alize and turther frustrated residents. In addition to the loss of

jobs and tax base for the City was the loss of the community

shopping center and gathering place for this part of Scottsdale.

4
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Parks and Open
Space

The Conter is located
bettocen two of the
region’s most popular
recreational
destinations: Fapago
Purk and the Indian

Bend Hash,

Indian Bend HWash

The development of the ASU-

Scottsdale Center is a catalvst for the

revitalization of the commercial corridors
of Scotrsdale Road and McDowell Road.

This project is one of many revitalization

projects and proposals, including: Scotts-

. r
"‘«.__;’N Sy

\

7

¥

<" Downtown

Scottsdale

Indien Bend Wash

for the ASU-Scsttsdale Conzer for New Technelsgy and Dinovation and the Surron nding Area

dale Road aestheric/streetscape enhance-
ments; McDowsll Road streetseape;
Capital Improvement Projects (c.g.
storm-water drainage); transit enhance-

ments; and the overall Scottsdale Revi-

ralization Program.

- McDoweH Road

i LosAress

€rossing |

. 74th Street

ASU- L_c:‘s‘Arcos
Scottsdale Crossing
Center

Portrait

The Center will be
locaied at the 100%
corner (actic
intersection of Scottsdale
amd McDowecd! Reads
in this part q,ﬂ&‘att,r;ﬁi.’u
and adjacent fo a major
redevelopment
apportunity at Les

Areos Crossing.

Neighboring

conmercial conter



Design Guidelines and Do

lopiment Framews %
o :

7
nelogy and Innsvation and the Surreunding Arca

For ASU-Seottsdule Conter for New
[ ‘ Portrait
& (N The site is locared at the
- i LRI .
- b scutheist cornor of
. 1 -~
. E ' ‘ Scottsdale Road and
& - -
{ : .= . MeDowell Read
i R ! ' e
-] © e
] &
] r oL
. 3 :
- =7 D —— PR - .
McDowell Road -
! |
Papago Plaza 1
pag H 1 LoslArcos ;
e
Crossin -
ASU- 9 (belowe left)
X Scottsdale . .
: Center Southeast victe of the
- . e . site fromi e
. intorsectisit of Scottsidale
.- - Roud and McDewwecdl
. ' - . o RC(?H’
- T : : [ 1
. Eo
N - ; N (beloze right)
\ : g
- N ) - ) iezw northivest from
. ' X
- : . \ X .
- T B v the site af the corner of

Scottndale Road and
M:Dozoell Road




Design Guidelines and Des

Jopment Framewsrk

jor the ASU-Scattsdale Conter for New Technelagy and Tnnsvation and the Surrcunding Arca

111 Ad Hoc Citizens Advisory

Working Group

Working Group

The cleven meraber Ad Hoc Citizens Advisory Working
Group (Workirg Group) was appointed by Scottsdale City
Council on November 16, 2004 to provide community per-
spective and to szek neighborheod input on planning concepts
for the ASU-Scotrsdale site and surrounding areas. They were
charged with three tasks over the course of six months
{November 20C- to April 2005).

1 Identifv- oppuortunitics and constraints that exist in the
Scottsdale-MceDowell Road Corridor area immediately
surrounding the ASU-Scottsdale Center site

2 Create a framework plan for the ASU-Scottsdale Center
site

3 Identify land usc opzions for the two parcels totaling five
acres of land retained by the City for development

In looking at these arcas, the Working Group was asked to

consider at least the fo'lowing items:

+  Connections to, and integration with, adjacent commercial

and residential neighborhoods

«  Land use rclationships between the site and adjacent
parcels and ccononic vitality

= Public open spaces/sense of place

+  Circulatior including pedestrian, vehicular, bicycle, and
transit opportunities

«  Parameters of development — building, massing, and

setbacks
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Beginning November 18, 2004, the
Working Group met weekly and worked
with city staff and UDA, the planning
consultant. Their work was highlighted
by a four day design charrette at the
Community Design Studio the week of
January 10, 2005,

An initial UDA team trip to Scotts-
dale in November included meetings
with the Working Group, community
leaders, and focus groups, along with col-
lection of base data and previous plan-
ning reports. UDA documented and
photographed the site and adjacent
neighborhoods.

Throughout November and Decem-
ber, the Working Group crafted Guiding
Principles for the ASU-Scottsdale Cen-
ter site and surrounding area. Theyv dis-
cussed goals, opportunities, and
constraints of revitalization of this aren.

An important basis of the Working

Group process was the work of UDA,

o Teehuslogy and Innovation and the Swrrcunding Area

who prepared analysis of the data, 4 sum-
mary of the issucs, Jocal and national
precedent studies of similar develop-
ments, and development frameworks.

The public design charrette was
hosted by the Working Group during the
week of January 10. Design guidelines to
illustrate concepts expressed in the guid-
ing principles were developed by the
UDA team in collaboration with the
Working Group and city staff. Focus
groups were reconvened for additional
input and reaction to the design con-
cepts. A community workshop was held
at the Community Design Studio on
January 13, at the end of the charrette to
present the desiyn alternatives for further
citizen input,

The Design Charrette, Working
Group discussions, and focus groups
have formed the basis tor this report to

the community and the City Council.

Public Process

The Development
Gurdelines were
developed in an apen,
public process engaging

citizens and

holders.,
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Vision & Guiding Principles

Togv and Innovation and the Surrcunding Arca

Vision

The ASU-Scottsdale Center for New Technology and Innova-
tion (ASU-Scotesdale Center, or Center) is envisioned as a
world class "zsserably point” of knowledge and technology
business. More importantly, the Center is envisioned as a cata-
lyst for the rena’ssance of the entire Scottsdale Road/ McDow-
¢ell Road corridor. As Arizona Stare University President
Michael Crow has stated: “The Center will be a place where
research interfaces with cconomic development, technology
and innovation, cnd education engages with the local commu-
nity.” The City ot Scottsdale, ASU, and ASU Foundation
(ASUTF) will werk together with the community to ensure the
technology development and innovation role envisioned for
this Center comes to fruition. To help achieve that end, the
Ad-Hoc Citize1s Adsisory Working Group has established
the following Guiding Principles for the ASU-Scottsdale Cen-
ter and the Scortsdale/DcDowell Area. These are guiding
principles and will be applied to the Center, taking the mis-

stons of the ASUT and the City into consideration.

»  Interconnect the ASU-Scottsdale site with Los Arcos
Crossing, su tounding retail, and other commercial and
residential areas.

+  Anticipate the Los Arcos Crossing redevelopment when
creating ASTUI-Scottsdale Center plans for development.

+ Create positive relerionships and transitions, including
scale and proportion, to existing residential arcas.

+  Promote a mixed-use environment and the desired high-
activity level in the area (e.g. office/research, retail, hotel,
cultural/civic, open space, multi-use parking, and a variety
of housing, including mid-density lofts or townhouses).

« Encourage residential uses in the properties adjacent to the
ASU-Scotsdale Center and in the surrounding area.

+ Provide parking that is sutficient for uses, but ensure that it
is not a dominant feature on the site or in the surrounding

areas.

10
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Provide a sense of place and focus for
the area including the concept of an .
urban oasis.

Create public spaces that are ameni-
ties for employees and the
community.

Require appropriate landscape set- .
backs along major roadways.

Create a pleasant, pedestrian-

friendly, urban environment that
includes walkways that are shaded,

accessible, well-lighted, and

hat

w
£
o
5

convenient.
Create indoor and outdoor gathering

places for the community.

Encourage access and use of the pub-

lic outdoor areas on the site,

Create safe and convenient connec-
tions between Los Arcos Crossing,
Indian Bend Wash, Papago Park, and
surrounding neighborhoods using all
transportation modes, including

neighborhood transit circulators.

Ensure that pedestrian paths are safe
(including lighting where appropri-
ate), convenient and clearly
identified.

Improve east/west and north/south
connections through better accessi-
bilinv and wavfinding.

Recognize and preserve the role of
McDowell and Scotrsdale Roads as
an existing major auto and transit
corridor which also creates safe and

mviting pedestrian crossings.

aid the Surronnding Are

Preserve ancé enhance Scottsdale
Road as the furure high capacity
transit corr dor.

Strengthen bicyele connections and
establish the arca as an employvment
bicvele commuter center by incorpo-
rating bicyele parking in parking lots
and in buildings.

Enhance pedestriian waffic and a
more intimaze environment along the
neighborhcod aceess streets (e.g.
74th Street) by using roadway mark-
ings, narrower strects, and potentially
on-street parking.

Capimlize on the location of the
ASU-Scottsdale Center recognizing
the proxim’ty of the 101 and 202
freeways and enhancing the gateway
experience from the frecways to this

ared.

Make the ASU-Scotrsdale Center a
landmark project that will estublish
and encourage the same aspirations
and goals for the surrounding area.
Ensure that when the project, includ-
ing design nnd building materials, is
progressive, that it 1s also comple-
mentary to surrounding areas.
Design for vear round outdoor cli-
mate cousidzrations (1.e. extensive
shade in the summer, sunny spaces in
the winter).

Integrate public art into the project.
Capitalize un views of Camelback
Mountain and the Papago Buttes.
Market and celebrate the unique
asscts and charm of this area and sur-

rounding neighborhoods.
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+  Ensure that the ASU Scottsdale site «

15 well maintained during the con-

struction and phasing periods.

+ Commit to the achievement of
LEED Standard certification
throughout the ASU-5cotsdale
Center project.

»  Create an environmentally outstand-
ing project, which incorporates and
applies green-building principles
throughout the arca.

+  Create development that embodies
the foresight and flexibility to with-
stand economic cycles, providing

longevity into the 22nd cenrury.

*  Re-establish the prominence of the
Scottsdale/NMcDowell intersection as
the core crossroads of the southern

Scottsdale area.

+  Promote connections between north
to downtown Scottsdale, and south
to ASU Main Campus, to cultivate
synergy.

*  TFoster and strengthen the relation-
ship among the .Scottsdnle Unified
School District, other educational
entities, ASU, and the City.

*  Encourage designation of space for
technology-related events, confer-
ences, meeting, and public

gathering

*  Establish the Center as a catalyst for
revitalization; apply strategies of
phasing, quality, and, placement of

buildin

vestment throughout the crea.

s on the site to leverage rein-

the ASU=-Sesttsdale Center for New Technelogy and Inpovation and the Surrounding Areu

Strive for a vibront, diverse mix of
retail, emplevment, and other uses in
the area.

Respect ad wcent commercial and
residential neighberhoods, and seek
to strengthen them as revitalization
takes place in the area,

Promote rarge of housing types -
single-family, multi-family, conde-
miniums, fao'ts, cte

Protect the quality of life of resi-
dents/neighorhovds by mitigating
impacts of toaffic, noise, lights, con-
struction activity, cte.

Seek balance benveen the rerail needs
generated b ASU Scottsdale Center
project and the needs of existing
residents.

Develop a strong marketing strategy
and encourage amenities, including a
hotel, that tosters a4 bond between the
new project and existing residents
and draws visitors and tourists to the
area.

Develop signage wkich 1s adequate 1o
inform and znthuse, but do not cre-
ate visual clutter or negatively impact
residents/neighborhoods.

Assist existing businesses viability
during the construction period by
protecting and maintaining access.
The ASU Scottsdale Center site, for-
merly Los Arcos Mall, functioned
historically as a community core and
gathenng place. Recognizing that

fact, establish view corridors, into

new project to draw people into

newly-created public gathering

spaces and retail,
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I Pafametefs Of ASU/Scersdala Lease Summary Iy
Development

The land lease, executed on August 9, 2004, 1s berween the
City of Scottsdale (lessor), owner of the property; and ASU
Foundation Scottsdale L.L.C. (lessee), developer of the prop-
ertv. The lease ‘ncludes 37 acres of the 42 acre Los Arcos Mall
site. The City retained five acres in two distinet parcels of
approximately 3.5 acres and 1.5 acres. The term of the lease is

for 99 years with the right to renew for an additional 99 vears.

>

Start of construction of Phase One (not less than 150,000

square feer): August 1, 2006
Completion of Phase One: August 2007 or sooner

Completion of Phase o (not less than 150,000 square feet)

August 1, 2010 or sooner
Minimum of 150,000 square feet every three years until build-

out is complete in August 2025

Total development: 1,200,000 square feet
Office development: 1.065,000 square feet
Retail development: 135,000 square feet
Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 0.8

Maximum building height: 60 fect

Total parkin

spaces needed: 4000

o
o
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+  Sidewalks, setbacks, and building
mass are at a pedestrian friendly
scale.

< Setbacks on McDowell and Scotrs-
dale Roads are at an appropriate
scale.

+ Parking is well designed and
invisible.

+  Public art is integrated into the
project.

+  DMixed uses are provided — office/
research, retail, hotel, housing (mid
density lofts or ta)\\rﬁliouses), cul-
tural/civic, open space, hidden mulu-
use parking.

+  Comfortable and safe spaces are

created.

Not less than 51% of Phase One shall be
occupied by organizations or businesses
whose work or activities involve technol-
ogy, innovation, or creativity. In future
phases the tenant mix may be modified
but ASU Foundation L.L.C. will main-
tain the character of the ASU-Scottsdale
Center as a technology, innovation, and
creativity center until at least one million
square feet are constructed, or until 2025,
whichever is first to occur. To promote
entrepreneurship, it would be desirable if
tenants have access to shared mult-pur-
pose conference meeting space and

administrative services.

The Ciry acquired the 42 acres for $41.5

million. The City will further invest

the Surrounding Arew

$44.5 million in site preparation, infra- 13
structure (strees, stdewalks, utilities,
landscaping, anc open space), and

parking.

ASU Toundation L.L.C. will pay to the
City, on an annual basis, fifty percent
(50%) of the net revenues generated by
the ASU-Scottsdale Center until the

sum of $81.4 million 1s achieved.

The city ownership is in two parcels: one
of 1.27 acres along Scertsdale Road, and
one of 3.73 acrvs on the east side of
North 74th Street, south of McDowell
Road. Both parcels will be part of the re-
zoning process for the ASU-Scottsdale
Center and will be governed by the
Design Guidelines and Development
Frameworks in this report, including an
FAR of 0.8 and a maximum building
height of 60 few:.

The 1.27 azwe site is a “tloating” site
in that it can be located anywhere along
the Scorttsdate Road frontage and will be
incorporated into the master plan of the
developer of the ASU-Scottsdale Center.
Potential uses include a business or con-
ference hotel, retail, and offices.

The 3.73 acre site could be incorpo-
rated into the redevelopment of the Los
Arcos Crossing project. Potential uses
include “main street” retail, mula-family
housing, and mixed use buildings with
ground floor retail and upper tloor

residential.
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11 Site Design Guidelines Site Access
for ASU—Scottsdale Center The identification of access points assures the penetration of

the site and coardination of the network of new streets, side-
walks, and multi-use paths with the adjacent streets and
developments.

Vehicular access will likely oceur as indicated on the dia-
gram “Vehiculor Site Access” to utilize existing median breaks
and curb cuts, appropriate intersection spacing, and coordina-
tion with adjacent development of Los Arcos Crossing Site.
Primary vehicular aceess to the site will generally be from the
street, not a driveway. Additional access points mav be needed

depending on the site olan and development phase.

.

Vehicular Site
Access - - o

Fehicular aceess to the - i

(%

site shonld utilize e - _

existing imedian broaks

= = 0T TRdDowell Rd
and curl cuts and assire I A
cocrdination <Cith i 2
1]
adjacent propertis. B
. £
-1
- 9
3
-
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Pedastrian Access Pecdestrian Site [

Pedestrian access to the site helps to cre- Access

o i abri 1 Podostrian aceess fo the
ate a fine grain urban fabric and pedes- SIITIIN et &

. . . site will create a fine
trian nevwork, Pedestrian access will S

) ) grain fabric jor
include public sidewalks, plazus, building

devclopmienst

entries, and paseos (narrow walks and

fanes).
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Perimeter Lardscape

The perimeter of the site will be - - j]
designed to respond to adjacent proper- - /
o

ties, their uses, and the scale of -
development. e
Along Scottsdale Road and McDow- -

ell Roads, the edge is intended to allow

| Scottsdate Rd

for pedestrian interface with transit as . b
well as protection from adjacent vehicu-

lar traffic.

Trees should be planted in double

rows at the sidewalk to establish a strong

image for the center and shade for

pedestrians. Sidewalks should be

designed to increase pedestrian comfort

and safety from major roadways and

facilitate pedestrian movement. This may ™7 = ——

be accomplished by allowing a separation
of a minimum of six feet between the
curb and sidewalk. This zone may be
landscaped or hard-surfaced depending
on project design. Landscape planting
should be easy to maintain, suttable to
Scottsdale’s dryv climate, and sensiove to

pedestrian acrivities.

IHustrative Secticn
A-A at Scottsdale
Road and McDow-
ell Road

The edge of the site
aleng Scortsdale and
AlcDowel! Road <eil!
L'D]r’fzh"/l a .VI‘}'KUS' L'IIILZ]
Jistinctive landscaping

and building edyge.

[
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iustrative Section 19
B-B at 74th Street

The cast edge of the site,

74th Serect, weil! becone

a seam bereecin the

centor and the

neighterboed. A double

row of trecs will create

L.

o fnned of s

{Hlustrative Section
C-C at South Edge

The newghborbood to the

south of the site will

transition fron: the site.
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Street and pedestrian lighting should
be specific and unique to the project
identity and should be extended for con-
sistency into the larger district on Scotts-
dale and McDowell Roads. All elements
(landscaping, lighting, cte.) should
remain consistent with the overall
Scottsdale Road and McDowell Road
streetscape designs.

Environmental graphics should be
tastefully incorporated into the streer
environment and frontage in a manner
that is appropriate for the ASU Scotts-
dale Center.

Signage will be compatible with the
overall image of the project.

Buildings on Scottsdale Road and
MeDowell Road will have a setback
berween 25 and 35 feet. Buildings will be
situated in such a way as to mamntain
pedestrian access to trame the streets and
to create entrance courts, public spaces,

and an urban feel.

The 74th Steeet perimeter of the site
is a neighborhood strect. 1t will have two
moving lanes o” traflic, with parallel or

angled parking on both sides. Buildin

should face onto 74th Street. Bulb-ours
at the corners il reduce the scale of the
street, creating a shorter distance to calm
through traffic and for pedestrians to
cross. The street will have sidewalks and
a double row of trees creating a well
shaded sidewalk and a tush edge o the
site.

The south perimetar should be
designed to provide an appropriate tran-
sition to the residential neighborhood
adjacent the site. The edge could include
landscape or other treatments to provide
separation. Buildings on the south edge
of the site will have an appropriate set-

back from the alley right-of-way.
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Vieze flom the site to

Carielback Mevitain

lopment Framewerk

ViewsTo and Fromt the Site

The site shall be developed to create
views into the site from the adjacent
streets. The view into the site should be
of a prominent public space that could be
framed by buildings.

Views of Camelback Mountain and
the buttes at Papago Park should be con-
sidered in the placement of buildings and
public space. Private roof-top ¢paces, ter-
races and decks should also take advan-
tage of views. Public spaces that take
advantage of views should also be

encouraged.

4
® s
L.

ror jor New Technelogy and In nosation and the Surrennding Arcu

Camelback
Mountain

Buttes at
Papago Park

Views

Deuvelopiment cr the site

should create vicws to
the meiantains and

buttos.

McDowell
Mountains

A
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Transitions to Adjacent Parcels

The ASU Scottsdale Center will be
developed at a density and height greater
than much of the surrounding residential
neighborhuod. As such, i1t is important
that the Center be a good neighbor by
integrating itself with the neighborhood
and mitigating the impact of the scale
difference.

The buildings on the site should
transition in height and density from res-
idential neighborhoods, especially that
which is immediately adjacent to the
south. Per Scottsdale development
requirements, parking lot lighting should
be shielded from residential use and sur-
face parking lots should be landscaped

and screened.

The development of the site should
also relate to the potential revitalization
of the Los Arcos Crossing Site. 74th
Street should be desigried as a4 seam
between these two development efforts
with compatible fand uses and a consis-
tent design on both sides of the street.
New development of the cast side of
74th Streer (the Los Arcos Crossing
Site) may include a new east-west street.
Tt would serve as one of the primary
pedestrian connzetions benween the
ASU-Scortsdale Center and the Indian
Bend Wash.

The City of Scottsdale and the ASU-
Scottsdale Cenzer will work together to
determine access and parking needs for
the Los Arcos Methodist Church and
will meet those needs on the Church
property and within the conrext of the

development of the surrounding parcels.

to
13
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&

The Architecrure Guidelines will respond to the Sonoran

[

()

Desert and to the local climare and will be compatible with the
Site Design Guidelines in the previous section.

Through the Site Design Guidelines and the Architecture
Guidelines, this document focuses on creating quality develop-
ment projects. These guidelines are designed to be flexible in
order to meet furure needs.

The Architecrure Guidelines are organized in two sections:

General architecture guidelines, that are applicable to the

entire site and address

details, marerials, and massing: and

Architecrural guidelines for specific building types.
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Scottsdale Sensitive Design
Principlies for ASU-Scottsdale Center
and Surrounding Areas

Development should respect and
enhance the unique climate, topography,
vegetation and historical context of
Scottsdale’s Sonoran desert environment,
all of which are considered amenities that
help sustain our community and its qual-
ity of life. The following design princi-
ples will help improve and reinforce the

quality of design in our community:

1. The design character of any arca

should be enhanced and strengthened by

new development.

+  Building design should be sensitive
to the evolving context of an area

over time.

2. Development, through appropriate sit-
ing and orientation of buildings, should
recognize and preserve established major

vistas, as well as protect natural features.

3. The design of the public realm,
including streetscapes, parks, plazas and
clvic amenities, 1 40 OPPOrLUNIty o Pro-
vide identity to the community and to
convey its design expectations.

« Streetscapes should provide continu-
ity among adjacent uses through use
of cohesive landscaping, decorative
paving, street furnitﬁrc, public art
and integrated infrastrucrure

elements.

4. Developments should integrate within
the pedestrian network alrernative modes
of transportatio, including bicveles and
bus access, that encourage social conract

and interactior. within the community.

5. Development should show considera-
tion for the pedestrian by providing
landscaping and shading elements as well
as inviting connections to adjacent
developments.

+  Design elements should be included
to reflect 2 human scale, such as the
use of shel-er and shade for the
pedestrian and a variery of building

Masses.

6. Buildings should be designed with a

logical hicrarchy of masses:

«  To control the visual impact of a
building's height and size

+  To highlight impertant building vol-
umes and features, such as the build-

ing entry.
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7. The design of the built environment
should respond to the desert environ-
ment:

+  Interior spaces should be extended
into the outdoors both phvsically and
visually when appropriate

«  Materials, colors, and textures asscci-
ated with this region should be
utilized.

+  Avariery of textures and natural
materials should be used to provide
visual interest and richness, particu-
larly at the pedestrian levell

«  Features such as shade structures,
deep roof overhangs and recessed

windows should be incorporated.

8. Developments should strive to incor-
porate sustainable and healthy building
practices and products.

«  Design strategies and building tech-
niques, which minimize environmen-
tal impact, reduce energy
consumption, and endure over tinze,

should be utilized.

9. Landscape design must respond to the
desert environment by utilizing a variety
of mature landscape materials indigenous
to the arid region.

+  The character of the area should be
emphasized through the careful
selection of planting materials in
terms of scale, density, and
arrangement.

+  The landscaping should complement
the built environment while relating

to the various uses.

10. Site design should incorporate tech~

niques for efficient warer use by provid-

ing desert adapted landscaping and by

preserving native plants.

+ Water, as a landscape element, should
be used judiciously

+ Water features should be safely
placed in locations with high pedes-
trian activity.

11. The extent and quality of lighting

should be integrally designed as part of

the built environment.

« A balance should occur between the
ambient light levels and designated

focal lighting needs.

g

+ Lighting should be designed to mini-
mize glare and invasive overflow, to
conserve energy, and to reflect the
character of the area.

12. Signage sheuld consider the distine-

tive qualities and character of the sur-

rounding context in terms of size, color,
location and iliumination.

«  Signage should be designed to be
complementary to the architecture,
landscaping and design theme for the
site, with cue consideration for visi-

bility and legibilinv,

1o

(2
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13. Exterior materials should be respon-

sive to climate, adjacent context, site ori-

entation, and building usage. Exampls
of appropriate materials are illustrared at

right.

Stecl

Stucco

Toxtured Conercte
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Per the lease agreement, the City is responsible for $44.5 mil-
lion in infrastructure development on the ASU-Scottsdale site
including water and wastewater service, stormwater drainage,
parking, landscaping, and a public plaza. Development will be
coordinated berween the Ciry and the developer to maximize

the provision of public infrastrucrure.

Lighting

The City will provide appropriate street and pedestrian light-
ing as well as lighting in public plazas and parks. Lighting
should complement the site’s architecrure and create a sense of
safety. Lighting should be adequate for security but should not

be overpowering.
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Site Utilities Site Clearance

The Citv will provide water, waste water The City will provide demolition, envi-
sewer, and storm sewer utilities as part of  ronmental remediation, and grading for
public right-of-way construction. Private  the property.

utilities (electric, telephone, cable, broad-

band, fiber optic, ete.) will also be undear-

ground in the public right of way. The

location of all utilities will be coordi-

nated by the City.

1
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AV Tl‘ansportatlon Street Typas and Hierarchy
C . The ASU-Scottsdale Center for Technology and Innovation 1s
OnneCtlonS expected to create approximately 4,000 jobs upon build-out. It
will be a regional destination and commercial mix of usesata
density that can support and be supported by the existing street
svstem and transit.

Development of the site will include a variety of street
tvpes: arterial, 1 terior, neighborhood, and pasco. They will cre-
ate a hierarchy for area development and a strong identity for
the site. All streets and pedestrian paths must comply with
applicable ADA requirements and intent.

Arterials (Scottsdale and McDowell Roads) border the site
to the north and west. They are predominately auto- and mass-
transit-oriented streets, These streets move relatively high vol-
umes of traffic using all transportation modes and create a
high-visibility thoroughfare for commercial development. The
Perimeter Landscape guidelines described previously recom-
mend a strong landscape and architectural edge to these arte-
rial streets. Driveways and service access are prohibited directly
off of arterials. Both Scottsdale and McDowell Road should

have wide sidewalks and an-street provisions for bicycles.

Street Types

A Hicrarchy of street
fypes create d
framework for

devclepment.
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Interior streets are the primary Paseos are rarrow walks and lanes
pedestrian and retail spine in the devel- that provide access to the interior of the
opment. Wide interior streets should blocks. Thev often have a variety of
have diagonal or parallel parking and smaller spaces, deflected views and short

shaded sidewalks. Narrow interior streets  vistas. Paseos muayv be pedestrian-only or

have parallel parking. Interior streets contain a narrow cartway for vehicles.
should connect to adjacent commercial Pascos tvpically extend from interior

development at Los Arcos Crossing and  streets to interior courtyards, building
the Papago Plaza Shopping Center. entrances, or parking garages, if appro-

Neighborhood streets are secondary  priate.

streets with a mix of uses but not dom:- Pascos are sclf-shading spaces with
nated by retail. Servicing and driveways narrow and tall proportions. Typically
can be located on neighborhood streets.  paseos have a width to height ratio

Neighborhood streets should have a dou-  between 1:1 to 1:3.

ble row of street trees and sidewalks on

both sides of the street.

Arterials

Scottsdule and
MeDozwell Road will
become well landscaped

- P R
boulevards with sticing

building edges.
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Interior Streets
IVide interior strects

(tep) with diagonal

and parallel parking:

narroww miricr strects

(Potton) <o

ith paralicl

parking.

Nete: Photos and illii-
traticns are designed o
llustrate relationships
and concepts and are
not intended to estab-

lish architectiral style
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Neighborhood
Streets
Newghborhood strocts
will have green adges
and are designed to

&

slowe i

3~
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Note: ratio of height to
width of all paseos
should be between 1:1
and 1:3

s
e gE

max: 20'-0"

b

ey

8' 14 8'

min: 26'-0" max: 42'-0"

it

S

aticn and the Surrounding Area

Pedestrian Paseo
Puseos are narrew, sol~
shading passages
betweeen butldings
conzecting strects 1o

S
fitornal conrtyvards and

parking structurcs.
fa}

Auto Paseo

Narrow self=shading

streets can provide
access 1o sercice :7//@5)
secondary enfrances,
internal cewrtyards, and

parking struciures.
/ S
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Transit bicvele storage, including bicyele racks

Scottsdale Road from the Scotwsdale Air-  should be provided at convenient loca-

park on the north to Chandler on the tions (eg. close ro entrances) for build-
south has been identified as a regional ings and public spaces. Bicycle
transit corridor. Bus Rapid Transit has commuting is encouraged and bicycle

been identitied for funding, however the  storage facilities along with appropriate
long-term high-capacity transit technol-  emplovee amenities should be provided.
ogy is under development.

The development of the site will
incorporate the provisions for a transit
hub on Scotrsdale Road. The funding for
the transit hub is outside of the $44.5
million designated by the City for infra-
structure development on the ASU-
Scottsdale Center site. The transit hub
should be integrated into a public space

and be accessible to the site and the sur-

rounding developments and neighbor-
Transit
The ASU-Scottsdale

Center is located on a

hoods by pedestrians and bicycles.

Commercial uses, such as restaurants and

Dawltown

coffee shops, compatible with the transit Scotgdale .
: recognized and
hub, are encouraged. established transit
. corridor (Scettsdale
Alternative Modes )
o ) Road) in betwscen twwo
In order to minimize the reliance on the . o
major Jestinaions.
automobile, the design of the site shall MecDowell Rd - §—.

accommodate bicycles, pedestrians and

transit. Sidewalks should line all streets

and buildings. Paseos, courtyards, plazas,

and patios should augment the sidewatks

to create a pedestrian network that allows

pedestrians to move freely throughout

public spaces. -
Bicveles should be accommodated

with bicvcle lanes and paths on selected

streets. Bicyele paths and lanes should be

connected to existing bicycle networks

such as the Indian Bend Wash and the e T

. ABU Tempe
Canal System. Long- and short-term f g
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Transportaticn Demand Management
“Transportation demand management,”
or TDAJ, refers to strategies and tools to
utilize existing transportation resources
more efficiently. Travel demand manage-
ment can reduce traffic congestion, save
or reduce parking construction costs,
increase safety, provide more travel
choices, reduce pollution and create a
sustainable environment by reducing
energy usage.

Common TDM strategies include
improved transportation options; incen-
tives to use modes other than single
occupant travel, such as bicyeling, transit
and walking; parking and land use man-
agement; and policy and institutional

reforms.

o
New Technolory and Innovatrion and the Surrounding Area
< &

3

wn

Improving mansportation options 3
includes adequate sidewalks and bike
lanes along with employer based pro-
grams such as alzernative work weeks,
flex time, guaranteed ride home pro-
grams, ridesharing, and telecommuting,
as well as facilities suck as bieycle lock-
ers, showers, shuttles, and expanded tran-
Sit services.

Incentive programs nclude pricing
strategies and use of high occupancy
vehicle lanes.

Parking and land use management
strategies include bicvele parking close to
building entrances, strztegies to use and
price parking more efficiently, and coor-
dinated pathway and vehicle travel
networks. Transit
Development of the site

should coordinare with

a transit contor on

Scottsdale Road,
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vi Parking Guidelines

Parking on-site will be provided on-street, in structures, under-
ground, and in sarface parking lots. Parking, on-street and
structured, will be required for long, medium and short term
use; for visitors, emplovees and residents. Upon build-out, the
site will contain approsimately 4,000 parking spaces to serve
1.2 mithion squi-e feer of ASUL development. The overall
parking resource should be managed to maximize its value to
the community and to preserve the character of pedestrian

spaces and the adjacent neighborhoods.

On-Street Parlking

Interior streets to the site may contain parking on one or both
sides of the street. On-street parking can be diagonal or paral-
lel. On-street parking should be managed to encourage rapid

turnover and convenient access to retail establishments.

Surface Lots

During the early phases of the project, and in accordance with
the Lease, surface parking will be the primary parking method.
As the project matures, surface parking lots should be used
sparingly, located internal to developments, and not located on
corners, Wherever pariing abuts a sidewalk, low screening
such as a hedge, decorative fence, or low wall 36 inches to 42
inches in height should be placed with appropriate pedestrian
access to define the edge of the public and private property and
screen the cars from view. Surface parking lots should include

shade and clear pedestrian-through access.

(o}
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Parking Decks {Structures)

The site should be developed with park-
ing structures above and below the
ground as appropriate and financially
feasible. They should be distributed
around the sitc to support phased devel-
opment.

Parking decks shall not exceed maxi-
mum building height.

Parking decks can be attached to
buildings, detached from buildings and
accessible via an alley or paseo. or located
on a street with active uses (i.e retail,
restaurant, or service retail). If located on
a public street, the ground floor should
contain active uses. If visible from the
public street, the decks must be architec-
turally appealing and compatible with
the surrounding buildings. Parking
garages are subject to the same massing
and materials as described for other
buildings in the Architectural Guidelines
Section.

Pedestrian entrances to parking
garages should be clear, well marked and
visible from the public right-of way.
Vehicular entrances to parking garages
should be well marked but with limited
visibility from public areas. Access to
parking decks generally should not be
located on Scottsdale Road or McDovwell
Road. Driveways to parking garages
should be recessed to maximize the con-
tinuity of the sidewalk. Cars should be

screened from view.

Parking Management

Effective management of parking spaces
is achieved through incentives (employee
permits, strategic placement of time-
limit signage), directional signage, and
enforcement. Time limits promote space
turnover and go hand-in-hand with

enforcement.

Shared Parking

Shared parking ‘s encouraged. A mix of
uses that require parking at different
hours of the dav, different days of the

week, and different weeks of the year s

encouraged. For example, office uscrs can

share the same parking spaces as evening
entertainment or restaurant uses. In gen-

eral the site’s overall parking resource

should be carefully managed to maximize

its efficiency and the site's land uses.

Surface Lots
Permeable paving,
shading, and textured
surfaces will reduce the
heat gain inipact of

surface parking,
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Purking beneath

buildings and prblic

Bt it e s
Shaces, Wit aetive uses

on the first floor

Parking garages accessed

wia rear alleys nuist be

sereened froim

restdential areas.

. )
S e |

Single leaded building
£ A
with attached parking

Lurages

Parking garqge with

active use at grade 1o

sereen the parking

structire
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Examples of
Parking Garages

If wisibie from the
strect, the facade of the
purking garages should

be architecturally

treated ro minipuze the

visual impact.
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VIl Opﬁn Space Guldelll'les Creare meaningful open space by designing common areas 40
with a park-like quahv

Wise warer use and landscape principles encourage land-
scaping by zones based on water use intensity. For example,
oasls areas are appropriate in gathering places where people
enjoy the outdoor environment.

Streets are part of the open space nerwork. Strect trees that
provide shade for pedestrians and parked vehicles should be
encouraged.

An interim andscape nursery on the undeveloped tuture

phase developrient arcas of the site is recommended to provide

plant materals for the site as it develops.
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Water Features

The incorporation of water features
designed to use minimal amounts of
water for maximum effect is encouraged.
Simple dripping or brimming fountains
are appropriate for small and larger plaza
areas.

Consider using zero-dertail fountains
that can be used to wet plaza spaces dur-
ing active hours and be turned off to
conserve water during hours of low
pedestrian use of open spaces.

Large flar bodies of water such as

ponds are discouraged.

for the ASU-Scottedule Center jor New Technelogy and Innovation aud the Surreunding Area

Public Outdoor Gathering Place

A public outdoor gathering place is an
important clement of the ASU-Scotts-
dale Center. Ir. purticelar, the public
place must be accessible and welcoming
to the residents of the adjacent neighbor-
hoods and be of sutficient size {1.0 to 1.5
acres) and design for cutdoor perform-
ances and festivitics, with public art,
benches, trees and shelters for shade,

water features, und appropriate lighting,

Hater Features
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Public Art

the ASU-Scottsdule Cenrer for New Tochnclog

SV

Public Art

The Citv of Scottsdale has a 1% provi-
ston for public art for public capital
expenditures, such as parking decks, pub-
lic buildings, and parks. In addition,
Scottsdale has an arts tradition, including
working artists, galleries, Thursdav Night
Art Walks, and many significant public
art installations on both public and pri-
vate property. The ASU-Scottsdale Cen-
ter will continue that tradition with
public art that is integral to the develop-

ment, regionally contextual, and

mnovative.

and Innecatisn and the Surrcunding Area

Shade

Due to extreme summer heat, shading of
pedestrian spaces along with misting svs-
tems and other cooling techniques are
necessary for user comfort. Plazas, court-
yards and sidevealks must contain spaces
within them that are shaded in the sum-
mer months, but allows for sun penetra-
tion in the winter months. Use of
canopies, building extensions, overhangs,
arcades, and other shading devices are
encouraged. Sensitive design assuring

accessibility is .mperative.

Shading Devices



Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections

to Adjacent Neighborhoods and Open
Space Netwaork

A major effort will be expended to
develop positive connections to the
Indian Bend Wash to the east and to
Papago Park and Crosscut Canal on the
west, including enhancements to Roo-
sevelt and Belleview Streets and the
addition of bike lanes on McDowell
Road. The redevelopment of the Los
Arcos Crossing site should seek to open
a new path connection to the Indian
Bend Wash. Within the ASU-Scottsdale
Center the roads, sidewalks, and public
plazas will be designed to connect to this

expanded network.

Indian
Bend
Wash

Regional Connections

14
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VIII Pha81ng The goal of development phasing of the ASU-Scottsdale Cen-
ter site is to have an early, significant impact. The first phases
of development should contain mixed use buildings, support-
ing surface parking and a primary open space. Views into the
first phase of development should be preserved from the adja-
cent streets such as Scottsdale Road and McDowell Road. Not
less than 519 of Phase One shall be occupied by organizations
or businesses whose work or activities involve technology,
innovation, or creativity. The perimeter landscaping along
Scottsdale and McDowell Roads should be completed in Phase

L
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IX Illustratlve Master Plan The design guid:lines in this document establish the parts and
pieces required to create an exemplary project for Scotsdale
and the University. The design team employed the guidelines
during the charrette the weck of January 10, 2005 to create a
conceptual plan that 1s one application of the guidelines for the
ASU-Scottsdale Center. The Hustrative Master Plan and per-
spectives on the following pages document that illustrative
plan. Through the development process and application of the
Guiding Principles, ASUF will create a site plan for the ASU-
Scottsdale Center. The design team selected by ASUF may
create a site plan very ditferent than the illustrative example

here.
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fHustrative Plan 47
Dlustrative Plan for th:
ASU-Scottsdale Center

in the context of the

74th Street

Scottsdale Read and
MeDowwell Road

corriders

Los Arcos
Crossing

ori sewwonceny
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iliustrative Aerial
View

The perspective showes a
L‘liil('zy’[ Gj..\'!.l‘c’
development and arca
planning. The view
locking cast over the site
shows a network ¢f
opert spaces lined by
Landscaped streets and
passage ways. Buildings

are st close to the strect

to create an wban feel,
Parking is bidden
within the nterior of
the blocks. The features
shown in this
illustration may be
incorporated inte i
plon wltimatdy
appicved by City
Council.
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&
for the ASU-Scatzsdale Center f

Strength/Weakness/Vision

Summary

2r Nezo Technology and Innovation and the Surreunding Arca

Strengths

Central location in the Valley
Near Skv Habor Airport, 1017202 freeways, Tempe, ASU,
Downtown Scotrsdale, Downtown Phoenix

Great outdoor amenities including Indian Bend Wash,

Papago Park, Zoo, Botanical Gardens

Los Arcos Mall property - large cleared site in a strategic
location

Older historic neighborhoods with affordable housing
Ethnic and 1ze diversity

Safe with a low crime rate

Sense of ownership and community in the neighborhoods
Sonoran Descrt location, vista views to buttes and moun-
tains

Scottsdale “name” and brand

Weaknessas

Negative 12 year history of Los Arcos Mall site as an eye-

sore and a black cleud

Loss of neighborhood retail, vacant retail stores, and the
growth of unsavory businesses such as topless bars, massage
parlors, tattoo parlors, and check cashing outlets

Parts of neighborhoods with low income renters, absentee
landlords, ar.d blighred housing stock

Not much variety in housing style or size

Perception that south Scotrsdale is declining and has been
the neglected step child of the Ciry

Poor public transportation

Missing neighborhood amenities such as a quality grocery
store, movias, and restaurants

Not connected to Downtown Scottsdale and ASU

Feels ragged, characterless, pedestrian unfriendly

No outdoor gathering place, public square, or shaded seat-

Ing areas
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Vision

- High quality architecture, visually
stimulating, but with a unique iden-
tity as a Scottsdale place

+  Gathering place, village center, town
square, pedestrian friendly with pub-
lic art and recreation

+ Vibrant urban place, a destination,
with 24/7 vitality to attract the “cre-
ative class”

+  Mixed use development with tech-
nology/research, oftices, “NMain
Street” retail, entertainment, hotel,
housing, and public open space

+  Climate sensinve landscape design,
contextual, native plants, sustainable,

shade

Higher densiny housing such as con-
dos, lofts, townhouses, and live/work
units

Family friendly place, welcoming to
alt

Strengthen uxisting neighborhoods
with rehab housing and historic

p!’CSE‘l’\"lH’iOIT PIO"_’;I’H ms

Create transit connzctions to Down-
town Scotrsdule, ASU, General
Dynamics, Scottsdule Health, and
the future light rail station in Tempe
Connect to the regional open space
network including Indian Bend
Wash, Papego Park, trails, and bike-

wavs
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Examples of Possible Applications

of the Guidelines

North Scottsdale Road

East McDowell Road

North Scottsdale Road

North Scottsdale Road

-,

4

cos 4T B -
= -J P — — TN e
P East McDowell Road o
- : e
: '
0. f
; -

Alternative Frame-
works

it p }

The Site can be

¢ L’Z‘L‘/OPCJ’ witha
waricty of difcrent
street aind block

configurations.

tlustrative Plan
(botrom)

The Plan iilustrates gne
way the Develgpment
Guidclines may be used
to dewelop a Master
Plin.
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flustrative View to
the Site

The vicsw into the site
showus an internal gpen
space surrounded by

rechnology buihiings.

{Hustrative Internal
Street

Internal sereets are
lined with on-strect
parking, attracting

wisizors and residents.

Hlustrative
Passages

Intimate self shading
spaces can create d fine
grained pedestrian

nererk,
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ASU INNOVATION CENTER AD HOC WORKING GROUP
SCOTTSDALE STADIUM TEAM SHOP
7408 EAST OSBORN ROAD
SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85251
TUESDAY, JUNE 13, 2006
5:30 PM

SUMMARIZED MEETING MINUTES

PRESENT: Susan Coykendall
Andrea Michaels
Rita Saunders-Hawranek
James Cramer
Margaret Dunn (departed at 7:18 p.m.)
Steve Steinberg

ABSENT: George Adams
Paul Burns
Kurt Merschman
Marilyn Armstrong

STAFF: Ed Gawf
Kroy Ekblaw

PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES:
Sharon Harper
Don Couvillion
Gary Todd

1. Call To Order And Introductions

Mr. Gawf opened the meeting discussion at approximately 5:32 p.m., followed by
introductions of staff, Ad Hoc Working Group Members and citizens.

2. Sky Song Phase lll Proposal

Mr. Gawf proceeded with a PowerPoint presentation; highlights of which included an
overview of the Ad-Hoc Citizen's Advisory Working Group Guiding Principles, an
overview of the lllustrative Site Plan Studies and connectivity of the project to
surrounding areas.

Attachment No. 6
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In response to questions by Ms. Coykendall, Mr. Gawf explained that the site plan was
part of the Ad Hoc report and was generated by Urban Design Associates in Pittsburgh.
Mr. Gawf recalled that the Ad Hoc report was not intended to be a prescription of exactly
what should be done, but was intended to show that the development of a certain
intensity could occur in this area and should extend east and include The Crossings and
a connection with Indian Bend Wash.

Continuing, Mr. Gawf presented an overview of revitalization projects currently
progressing in the southern part of the City, followed by an overview of SkySong’s
zoning approval process and the development framework plan.

Mr. Gawf highlighted components of the approved plans for Phase | and |l of the project
and presented slides depicting the approved site plan with temporary parking, noting that
the plan is under construction. He presented sketches of Phase | & Il, the plaza and
perimeter landscaping, followed by a construction schedule. The first building will be
complete in June of 2007; the second building by Fall of 2007.

Mr. Gawf explained that the developer approached the City earlier this year about
considering the potential of adding residential to the site. The developer felt very
confident with the leasing of the first two buildings. The developer also identified the
opportunity to address comments received from various Boards and Commissions
regarding parking issues and the request to screen all of the parking on the site. The
developer recognized that the construction of the parking structure could occur much
sooner with the addition of residential on the site.

Mr. Gawf presented slides depicting the Applicant's Phase Ill request. The developer is
specifically: 1) requesting that City Council modify the lease to allow for residential on
the site, 2) asking to construct 325 residential units; and 3) asking to construct a 900 to
1,000 car parking structure. Half of the parked cars will be for the office use and half will
be for residential use.

Addressing questions presented to the City during the past couple of weeks, Mr. Gawf
explained that the lease agreement between ASU Foundation and the City of Scottsdale,
does prohibit residential use. The approval to add residential to the project must be
made by the City Council.

Mr. Gawf also noted that the current zoning of PCD specifically allows residential uses.
The residential use does not replace the research/office/retail use. The lease agreement
requires 1.2 million square feet of office/retail. Of that 1.2 million square feet, 135,000
square will be retail and the rest will be office/ research/innovation use. Mr. Gawf noted
that discussions with the developer stress that the emphasis of the project is always on
the innovation and technology center. Any residential is predicated upon the
construction of office and retail. The developer is required to build the first two buildings.
Any residential added after completion of the first two buildings is based upon one
residential unit for every 1,000 square feet of office/retail that is constructed thereafter.

Addressing the question related to the residential component being used for ASU
student housing, Mr. Gawf explained that even if the leases change, the provision
prohibiting student housing, dormitories, and fraternities is clearly stated.
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Addressing the question of whether the additional residential in the area will over-burden
the area infrastructure, Mr. Gawf noted that an independent traffic consultant firm has
been hired to conduct a study of the traffic impacts last fall. The recommendations
made by the independent firm were incorporated into the plan. The consuitant firm has
been asked to update the study with the new proposal. Mr. Gawf noted that an updated
infrastructure study will be complete before the proposal goes to City Council. Mr. Gawf
further stated that nothing in the infrastructure should be overtaxed; however, anything
that is solely needed because of the residential should be paid for by the developer.

In closing his portion of the presentation, Mr. Gawf cited that the objective of the meeting
is to obtain comments from the Ad Hoc Working Group so staff has the benefit of their
thoughts and can use them in the staff analysis of the project. Comments will also be
forwarded to City Council.

Ms. Sharon Harper addressed the meeting. Highlights of her PowerPoint presentation
included the Vision for SkySong and marketing for the Center which currently includes
eFunds, Inc., Wildfire Broadband and ASU units/programs related to technology
innovation and entrepreneurship. lL.ease negotiations continue.

Ms. Harper addressed Phase Il of the project. She noted the significance of building a
permanent parking structure with the residential component, in lieu of the temporary
parking structure that would be paid for by the City in the current project plan and
eventually demolished and replaced with a permanent parking structure pursuant to the
current plan.

Mr. Don Couvillion highlighted the ASU programs which will have a presence at
SkySong Innovation Center which include entrepreneurial enterprise programs, digital
learning research, applied engineering research, arts, media, engineering and industrial
design collaboration.

Mr. Couvillion presented a graph depicting the current proposed development schedule.
He presented the question: Why now for Phase Ill and answered that the project has
been successful and building of the parking garage sooner than originally ptanned
accomplishes many of the long-term goals. The residential component of the project
makes the project more viable and will save money, also resulting in repayment of the
City's dollars sooner than originally planned. Fifty percent of the net revenues of the
residential project will go to the City to help pay the $81.4 million.

Mr. Couvillion reiterated several points previously stated by Mr. Gawf and Ms. Harper,
and cited endorsement of residential use by various Scottsdale Boards and
Commissions. The requested lease amendments will accelerate construction of the first
parking structure to match the occupancy of Phase Il in the commercial building.

Mr. Couvillion noted that the City is not being asked for any additional financial
commitment. The developer will pay for the residential building and the parking
associated with the residential building. The residential will be marketed as market rate
housing for the general public and the developer is willing to fully commit to the
prohibition of dormitories, fraternities or sorority houses. Student housing is not an
option.
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Summarizing key points, Mr. Couvillion noted that 27 percent of the space is underway
versus the target of 12 and 1/2 percent. The investment will represent $55 million
dollars in private money going into the deal in just Phase | and Il. An additional $32
million in private investment will fund the residential use. Mr. Couvillion committed that
office and research will always be the primary activities at SkySong.

Mr. Gary Todd presented the proposed residential concept of the project via a
PowerPoint presentation. He highlighted the characteristics of a successful viable
project, showed an aerial highlighting "walk-ability", addressed the framework plan and
noted common amenities. He presented drawings of the proposed courtyards, views of
the project from each of the four sides, and various sketches from each of the street
views as well as the results of color studies. He also presented plans of each proposed
apartment unit and various elevations from each different angle.

The meeting recessed at 7:06 p.m. and reconvened at 7:14 p.m.

3. Ad Hoc Discussion

In response to a question regarding storage space in the apartment, Mr. Todd identified
outdoor storage space on each patio and closet storage space under the stairs in the
two story lofts.

Mr. Gawf opened the floor to comments by Working Group Members.

Ms. Dunn noted that she works in the subject area and has developed relationships with
many of the neighbors. She cited the importance of looking at how this project affects
the neighborhoods and the people surrounding this development and stressed that
sensitivity to the neighborhoods is of the utmost importance. Ms. Dunn opined that the
residential component is an appropriate use at SkySong; however, how it's done needs
to be very sensitive to the environment that it is in. She further opined that the project
needs to be well-done and cutting edge, but respective of the historic neighborhood and
area. Ms. Dunn believes that the ASU Technology Center will be something far
different than a campus and the residential component will therefore not be in danger of
becoming dormitory style housing.

Mr. Gawf opened the floor to citizen comments.

Mr. George Knowlton expressed concerns regarding the projected total of 835
apartments as opposed to 325. He expressed concerns regarding market rates, which
he identified as 20 to 30 percent below the apartments in Tempe. Mr. Knowlton quoted
financial figures and requested that a financial situation be created in the lease where
the City receives money on a constant basis and that the City receives a substantial cut
in the event that the units are sold. Mr. Knowiton cited concerns regarding the mention
of a sales office, the 24/7 concept, financing, reducing vehicular traffic by means of light
rail, retail component service and density issues, and parking.

Ms. Darlene Peterson expressed displeasure with the process and questioned how the
Ad Hoc Working Group could be asked to vote on this matter at the current meeting.
She cited concerns regarding the unaddressed parking structure denoted on Phase | of
the project as well as concerns of student occupancy in the residential units. She opined
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that residential should not be permitted until the Phase | and Il buildings are full. Ms.
Peterson also cited that residential was not expected to be a part of the project.

Mr. Gawf clarified that the Ad Hoc Working Group is not being asked to vote. The Ad
Hoc's primary purpose is discussion and consensus.

Ms. Barbara Hawthorn expressed concern regarding parking in light of the potential 800
units. She expressed concern over the abundance of housing at the site in conjunction
with the planned hotel and opined that 325 units should be the maximum allowed on the
site. She questioned whether the Ad Hoc Working Group has been presented with the
project ideas and the City's sincerity in forming the Ad Hoc Working Group.

Mr. Tim White expressed excitement and spoke in favor of the project on behalf of the
younger community.

Mr. Mike Merrill representing Citizen's for Responsible Redevelopment, expressed
support for the technology portion of the project and opposition to the residential
component. He is strongly opposed to the proposed 24/7 activities. He addressed
various concerns related to parking.

Mr. Cary Ley read from several documents in support of the residential mixed-use
component of the project.

Ms. Patty Badenoch questioned why the LEED standard is set at the lowest point. She
asked if the residential component will encompass the entire workforce population or will
some of the housing needs spill over into the existing neighborhoods. Thirdly, she
asked if the transit center is a prelude to light rail.

Ms. Lisa Haskell noted various criminal activities currently occurring in her neighborhood
and opined that a well integrated, high end apartment community would be an improved
addition to the community.

Mr. John Washington noted that the proposal reflects a major change to the project and
suggested that time be invested in looking at the project in accurate context before
moving forward. He expressed concerns regarding the current market conditions and
the context of additional housing in the area, as well as performing an adequate traffic
study.

Mr. Sam West posed questions regarding the effects to the original lease of adding the
residential component and requested clarification of the term "net income."

Mr. Jon Anderson cited concerns relative to the lack of investment in the community
from residents in a rental community. He suggested that a management company be
hired to manage the property, ensure that the quality is kept up and be prohibited from
selling the units.

In response to inquiry by Mr. Knowlton regarding the author of the final report, Mr. Gawf
explained that a draft was done by UDA, however the document was reviewed and
extensively edited by the Ad Hoc Working Group and is the official document of the
Working Group.
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In response to questions by Ms. Coykendall, Mr. Gawf acknowledged that there needs to
be a financial benefit to the City. Ms. Coykendall suggested increasing the $81.4 million
to pay off the additional costs incurred. She noted that the financing costs were not
recaptured in the lease agreement as currently written.

Responding to additional questions from Ms. Coykendall, Mr. Todd cited that LEED does
not have a certification for residential.

Ms. Coykendall posed the following additional questions:
Why do you want to take the small to mid-size investors out of the picture?
What about retail on the first floor -- how many stories?

Can we have limits in the lease agreement so that there is a restriction on the
number of units to be developed on the site overall?

Where does the square footage go that was located on that location? Where
does it end up? Does it end up as additional square footage in height someplace
else?

Mr. Couvillion explained that if the residential is added to that quadrant and 1.2 million

square feet is still done at the 60 foot height limits, open space on the site is still well in
excess of the 20 percent that is called for by the Zoning Code. All setbacks and step-

backs are maintained.

And why are we doing apartments instead of townhouses and condos as laid out
on page 10 of the Guiding Principles?

Mr. Steven Steinberg acknowledged that a residential component has been a part of the
project from the beginning. He opined that the residential component will soften the
parking and will give the site the 24/7 vitality needed to attract high-tech businesses that
need alternative housing for their staff. The improvement will also attract high quality
retail. The live/work/play concept is very popular. He opined that commercial will
increase traffic more than residential. Mr. Steinberg pointed out that the land is ground
lease land as opposed to fee simple. He opined that the residential component is
appropriate, if done properly.

Ms. Rita Saunders-Hawranek recalled Working Group discussions identifying various
potential residential locations surrounding the site, concluding that residential was not
part of the site itself. She expressed concern that the residential component was not
disclosed to the Ad Hoc Working Group as part of the original plan for the project. She
expressed concerns regarding the lack of confirmed tenants to date.

Ms. Saunders-Hawranek posed the following questions:

With regard to residential, who is looking at traffic? Where is Mary O'Connor in
all of this? Where is the traffic study?

Where's the EIR/EIS? If we can build to LEED Certification at a Senior Citizen's
Center, why can't we build apartments to LEED certification?
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How much profit is the City going to get out of the amended deal? Is it gross
profit? Is it net profit? And what constitutes net profit when you're dealing with a
foundation that is a non-for-profit?

What kind of benefit is this neighborhood going to get out of 24/77
expressed a desire to see the project reevaluated/reconsidered

Ms. Saunders-Hawrenek expressed displeasure with the overall process surrounding
current events related to the project as well as rushing through the project into finality
before further discussion of the matter with area neighbors. She believes the neighbors
are entitled to be heard and have input. In closing, she stressed that straight-talking and
honesty between developers and residents is how a community grows in harmony.

In response, Mr. Gawf explained that Mary O'Connor was unable to attend the meeting
due to illness. Ms. O'Connor is in charge of completing the traffic study. Parsons
Brinkerhoff has been hired to update the original traffic study for the project. The
developer is working very closely with Anthony Floyd to make the project a green
building. PCD zoning does allow residential. The lease with ASUF prohibits residential
unless City Council opts to change the lease, regardless of the zoning.

Mr. Jim Kramer recalled guiding principle discussions, wherein Working Group Members
chose not to restrict residential. He also recalled that the framework development
document was produced and finalized before the developer was selected. He noted that
one area that the Ad Hoc Working Group was very focused on related to the appearance
of the site when the first buildings occurred. He opined that residential is very
appropriate and complimentary to the success of the project going forward.

Ms. Andrea Michaels recalled prior Ad Hoc Committee meeting discussions, noting that
the consensus resonated with the unanimous request of including residential as part of
the project; a live/work environment. Additional topics of discussion included "family
friendly and accessible environment", which she noted were not a part of the document
because residential was a part of the lease agreement. In closing, she expressed
excitement regarding the revitalization efforts occurring in the area.

Ms. Nancy Cantor cited concerns addressed at the Housing Board meeting and the
Board's desire for a SkySong presentation. Ms. Cantor addressed the revitalization
efforts in south Scottsdale and expressed concerns related to the lack of citizen input
solicited for the project. She is opposed to the design of the apartment complex due to
the limited open spaces and stressed the need for quality workforce housing in
Scottsdale.

Mr. Gawf acknowledged that outreach to the neighborhoods continues to be ongoing.

4, Wrap Up

5. Next Steps
ADJOURNMENT

With no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 8:37 p.m.
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Respectfully submitted,
A/V Tronics, Inc.
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COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ MOVED TO APPROVE CASE 5-UP-2006 BECAUSE IT
MEETS THE SPECIAL USE PERMIT REQUIREMENTS. THE APPLICANT MAY BE
OPEN FOR BRUNCH ON SUNDAY AT 10 A.M. SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER
HESS, THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY A VOTE OF SEVEN (7) TO
ZERO (0).

NON-ACTION ITEM

BEGIN VERBATIM PORTION OF MINUTES:
12. Revitalization - McDowell Road Corridor
13. Discussion on New Residential in south Scottsdale

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Okay. We've got two items that we have left and they are
non-action items, but we are going to let the public speak because it is, | think, critical in
moving this forward. One is the revitalization of the McDowell Road Corridor and the
second is discussion of new residential in south Scottsdale that was put forth by
Commissioner Schwartz. And | am going to have him introduce that.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: We’re going to combine these two things. Thanks for
coming out and everybody else here.

| don’t want to be redundant, but | wanted to not just let you know, but everybody else
know, why | initiated this conversation. Over the course of the last, | don’t know, it's
been ten years we’ve been trying to revitalize Los Arcos and we finally got ASU to put
forth a phenomenal effort and it is quite the outreach program with the community. We
had that come in front of us and it was successfully approved. Most recently we have
heard a lot of dialogue in the community and the newspaper about residential at
SkySong and I've been very disappointed by the tone of the articles and the debate
about residential at Los Arcos.

If somebody could come forward, I'd like to put this up on the Elmo about some
comments that | made on the June 29, 2005 hearing. Could somebody come put this on
the Elmo for me? And could we blow it up so the first paragraph can be read.

So | queried about this negative response to residential in the area. And Mr. Meral
expressed opposition, not necessarily to general residential but specifically directed to
dormitory housing. It was made very clear that night there was no dormitory housing. In
fact, it was a consensus, | believe, among the Commission that we emphatically wanted
residential at SkySong. And on the Planning Commission report that night, it said key
items for consideration: “proposal will create a knowledge-based research and
development center that will allow commercial research, residential, and support retail
uses." There is also a chart here of what would be allowed within the SkySong project,
and you can see that chart. There are the key considerations. So the zoning allows for
that, for the residential component. Here is muiti-family residential.

So my purpose was since we were -- this Commission was so much in favor of

residential there that, because it has become such a debate, | would propose that we
send a letter to the City Council telling them that we wanted residential housing there,
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non dormitory, and express our confidence in residential at the site. Frankly, | think the
project is being hijacked right now. | think it is being hijacked by a few people that -- or
by debate about what people thought they may have heard, but they really didn't hear.
What they heard from this Commission was we want a residential there. And if there
should be any debate it should be the Design Review Board, nowhere else. If there is
an issue about design or what design of the residential is going to look like, go to Design
Review Board and speak your case. But residential was planned in this area, we asked
for it, and there should be no question about it at all. We need new residential
development in south Scottsdale, period. There are no other places available for it, it's
right here. And the success of the ASU Technology site will be residential.

So that’s why | brought it here, and | propose that we send a letter reiterating what we
approved that day, what we asked for. You weren't here, Kevin, you were an the Design
Review Board. But we all talked about residential and wanted residential.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thank you, Commissioner Schwartz. Your presentation,
Mr. Gawf.

MR. GAWF: Well, | think that was the presentation right there.
CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thank you, Mr. Gawf.

MR. GAWF: Actually, | had originally scheduled three or four weeks ago to come to you
in the afternoon study session and give you an update on what’s happening in the
Scottsdale/McDowell corridor, because I've done this two or three times over the last
year, year-and-a-half, and things are happening in that area. So let me do that. |'ve
also added a few slides if you like about the specifics on SkySong once | heard that
these two items were being combined, if you would like me to go through that. Given the
hour | will make this brief.

This just shows the corridor of both Scottsdale Road and McDowell, but also shows the
42 acres of Los Arcos. And one of the points that you as the Planning Commission have
made to me many times is this needs to be broader than just the 42 acres. Our goal is
to revitalize the southern part of the city and those two specific corridors. And a lot of
things have happened in the last year, and we will hand out this graphic.

But this is, not everything, but this really starts to show what’s happening in this area.
And | think good things are happening. And if you go from the right side with the Bill
Heard Chevrolet improvement on Pima Road, go down McDowell Road and you see
other private investments, private improvements occurring with Lowe’s; as | said last
night K-Mart never looked so good as it does today. It's under construction, supposed to
be done by the end of this year or the beginning of next year.

Miller Townhomes, the little vacant property on Miller just south of Duke’s Sports Bar in
that little shopette is being redeveloped into condominiums -- | think a very nice project.
Los Arcos Crossings | will talk about a little more in a second. McDowell Village Senior
Center and apartments are almost finished; the Senior Center should be occupied by
July or August of this year. So a lot of changes are occurring with new development
along the area.
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There’s also reinvestment in the area, and | think the Motor Mile is a good example of
that. The Motor Mile -- | can’t remember the exact numbers, but | think in the first year
with the common marketing, the sales tax increase was $600,000 or $700,000 over the
previous year. And dealerships instead of talking about leaving that area -- and
remember, we talked about this last time, that the area generates $7 or 8 million of sales
tax per year. So this is a very significant revenue source for the community and this part
of the community. And unlike a year or two ago when dealerships were talking about
where they wanted to move, they are now reinvesting in the area.

Another sort of reinvestment is Coronado High School. And 1 think the quality of schools
in this area really determine the quality of the neighborhood, both the residential
neighborhood, which then influences the McDowell Scottsdale corridor.

The red lines are indicating the major auto circulation paths with Scottsdale Road and
McDowell. But on Scottsdale Road you will also see two other notations: one is
Scottsdale Road streetscape improvements. As you may know we have about a million
dollars a mile to improve the appearance of Scottsdale Road as a result of the 2000
Bond Issue. The planning for that is underway and you should be probably seeing
something -- or the initial drawings, conceptual drawings should be available later this
summer. So we are progressing on that. We'll be having neighborhood meetings; we
will be meeting with property owners along Scottsdale Roead, et cetera.

The other one is the notation at the top of the map that is the Scottsdale Road
Commercial Corridor Study. One of the things that we talked about a year ago was the
commercial zoning on McDowell and Scottsdale road being in many cases out of date.
It was designed at a time when there was still a regional shopping center there, and this
was the shopping center for a great portion of Phoenix/Scottsdale area. That has
changed and one of the things we have is probably too much commercial zoning. So
what is the change in land use, what should we do, what can we do? And so the
Planning Department will be undertaking a study starting this fall looking at the corridor
and what we can do and should do with the zoning code, with the other city codes that
we have, exploring the possibility of an overlay zone along this -- at least the Scottsdale
Road corridor, if not also the McDowell corridor.

The green lines indicate pedestrian bicycle circulation, because one of the things that
was indicated as we worked on Los Arcos or ASU Scottsdale or now SkySong is that it
shouldn’t be a castle or an island separated from the rest of the community. it should be
part of the community; and so this is showing different either existing paths or new paths
that we are looking at connecting this site with the southern part of the City. And
primarily SkySong with Indian Bend Wash and more importantly as far as the new
connection with Papago Park to the west. So that was sort of the corridor.

One of the things that we also looked at was this area between Miller, Scottsdale Road,
south of McDowell to Culver. And looking at that, not just the 42 acres that's SkySong,
but the older shopping center that’s to the east: Can the two be combined in some way
to really create a major new opportunity at that location?

At the present time -- and if, Jason, you could indicate the area that | am going to
describe I'd appreciate it, it's the area between 74" /Miller/McDowell to Culver, that
square if you will. It's the Los Arcos Crossings Shopping Center. There are three or
four or five different ownerships with the one on the southwest corner being the 3.5 acre
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City parcel. There is one individual who now has an option on all of that property with
the exception of two out parcels, and the City parcel obviously, but really controlling the
area from 74" to Miller. We are working with him; you will probably see something later
this fall. They are looking at retaining Basha'’s, upgrading it to be a Hayden and Indian
School quality of Basha’s, also putting some other neighborhood serving retail there and
then putting residential for a mixed use project at that location. One of the things that is
probably a good indicator of success, land values in the area have gone up, which then
makes it more difficult to do assemblage and new products and things like this. But this
is one that | think has a very exciting opportunity.

So very quickly that’s a brief overview of the revitalization that is happening in the area.

As | said because of combining this item with Commissioner Schwartz’s item, | have also
added a few slides on SkySong, or what's been done with the ASU Scottsdale site.

This plan shows what you approved as part of the zoning last year. You did approve the
zoning that included all of the things that are listed on the right hand side of the graphic,
including residential, LEED-Certified for all the retail office buildings, first floor retail, we
are doing a transit center plaza -- the various things that you see there.

One of the things that has been confusing as | talk to people is that there is a difference
between the lease, which is a contract between the City of Scottsdale and ASU
Foundation, and the zoning of the property which is the City of Scottsdale acting in its
regulatory role. The lease we signed with ASU Scottsdale prohibits residential use on
the 37 acres that they are leasing from us. And there were two major reasons for that:
One is we didn’t want dormitory student housing for fraternities/sororities, we didn’t want
this to become a residential extension of ASU. The second one was that we also want
this to be -- and we are spending a lot of money to make this happen -- as a research
and innovation center, not a multiple family or residential project. So we wanted to
establish it so that the City Council had control when and if the land was ever used for
residential purposes. So again that was the contract, the lease that we entered into with
the Foundation, knowing that sometime in the future there was always the opportunity to
change that lease, but that gave the control with the City Council.

Last year we went through the zoning process, and as we looked at the 42-acres based
on the ad hoc report, good city planning, direction from the Planning Commission and
other groups, we included residential as an allowed use. So there is no rezoning
required, there is no that kind of discretionary action required if residential is desired to
be placed on the SkySong property.

After the rezoning was approved last summer they then -- the developers, Higgins Plaza,
came back with approval for Phase | and Phase Il and this graphic shows those first two
buildings. The total was around 315,000 — 320,000 square feet of office and retail,
surface parking on both sides. And again, this is predicated upon the lease. You may
recall that the lease indicated that the City of Scottsdale would pay for infrastructure
improvements up to $44.5 million.

However, the installing or constructing or paying for parking structures would not occur
until one of two things happened, July of '07 or 450,000 square feet was built on the site;
because we really wanted to get the project going before we spent the money for a
parking structure.
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So this is what was approved last December. A couple of months ago or so, the
Applicant came to us and said, "Given the cost of building a surface parking lot; it
doesn’t make a lot of sense to build it. We are so confident that things are going to
proceed quickly that we think in two or three years the parking lot will be ripped up and a
parking structure will have to be built, so why don’t we work together. Let us build some
residential around the parking structure. We will front-end the parking structure and you
will pay us in accordance with the lease agreement.”

So that’s one of the reasons we got into looking at the residential use of the property. |
think the other is that the office and retail buildings under the lease are only required to
build one building at this time; that is Phase | building, or the northern building. Because
of the demand, they are looking at constructing both buildings at this time. So given
what is happening there, the desire to have a mixed use project, they have approached
us to incorporate residential into the project itself.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: Excuse me for one second, Mr. Gawf. I’'m having a
little memory lapse here maybe, because | don’t necessarily remember a call, maybe
Mr. Berry can tell us, about why the residential use was not put in the lease. | think the
lease was written long before the plans were done and that is why for some reason it
was not inserted. But we were assured here and | -- | tell you what, there are some
things | do remember and there are some things | choose to forget, but one of the things
| do remember is our assurance about residential on this site. And not that it was a card
that the City was going to hold over SkySong, okay? We all agreed that the viability of
this site was going to be to bring housing for people that could afford to come and work
at this innovative center. And frankly it's not a right card to hold, it's not a right way to
proceed, okay? We need to move forward with residential and not hold this above
anybody.

MR. GAWF: And, if | could finish, | think the story will wrap up here. But let me just in
response say, first, | know at least the thought process on behalf of the staff as we
negotiated the lease. And it was, as | just indicated, that there was a concern that it
become student housing, there was a concern that it would become just multiple family
housing and not an innovation and research center. We wanted to make sure that that
focus remained. Secondly, as we rezoned the property, we knew there probably would
be residential on the 42 acres because we still retained five of the 42 acres; the City did.
And one of the things we were looking at was residential. Third, the Ad Hoc Committee -
- and | know after the Ad Hoc Committee when the zoning came here, the Planning
Commission and then the DRB, Development Review Board, and | think the City Council
all also talked about residential on the site. So I'm not implying that there wasn’t
discussion of residential, I'm saying there’'s a sequence to it. But for me the real
question is -- and this just happens to show what they are requesting: to modify the
lease to allow residential, to construct 325 residential units at this point in time. Under
the zoning it could be as much as 800, but they would have to come back each time.
And third, to do a parking structure that would be used for office and residential.

As [ was talking to the Ad Hoc Committee last night | posed three questions that | think
are the right questions. And going back and trying to track history is always difficult,
because we remember different things. But I think the questions are: Is residential
appropriate for SkySong? And at various times | think people have said, yes, it is
appropriate for SkySong. Secondly, is the proposal as represented by the developer
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complementary to the primary use, because this is still a research and innovation
center? And then third, is again what we are looking at, is the buildings as being
proposed, is that cutting-edge enough, is that attractive enough to be a complement to
the SkySong project? So | think the question we've been asking ourselves and [ think
eventually the Council will ask is: One is residential appropriate on the 37 acres? And
again the Ad Hoc Committee generally said it was. Two, is the proposal as represented
by the developer, is that complementary to the research technology use? And third, is
the quality of the residential project consistent with the quality expected at SkySong?

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: Excuse me, Mr. Gawf. \What are the answers to the
questions?

MR. GAWF: Well, | think --

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: I'm asking you. First answer that question. What is the
answer to the question?

MR. GAWF: And | will. And let me say the questions were intended to be questions
posed for the Planning Commission if you wish to answer them --

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: We've already answered them, though.

MR. GAWEF: -- but | will give it a shot. First question, is residential appropriate at
SkySong? The answer is yes. | think mixed use makes & lot of sense. Let me go back
if | can, because we've talked a lot about the 325 units. And | want to go if | can go to
the one that shows, and | can't -- there’s one that also shows residential that fronts on
the proposed parking structures, and you can see it here in the cross-hatched areas. So
the 325 in the southeast corner does provide a transition to the neighborhood to the
south. | also think it's important to face all of the parking structures so that you are
seeing office use, retail use, or residential use. So that it becomes in effect a small
downtown where you are not seeing parking, you are seeing uses. So the first question,
| believe residential is appropriate.

Second question is can it be complementary to the SkySong innovation technology
purpose? | think the answer’s yes. In fact, I think quite often in research technology
centers the kind of employees that you have, this can be a very mutually beneficial kind
of relationship. That people come for a period of time to work at the technology center,
they can also stay on site, they can walk to the offices, etcetera; so | think there is a
relationship there. 1think it also adds a more urban feel to the project, and | think that’s
a positive. | would also say that | think its important -- and this you didn’'t ask me, but |
think it's important to extend the SkySong development cver to the east to Miller and
really make that a whole rather than just the 42 acres.

The third question is, is the quality of the project suitable for the technology center? And
you don’t have the plans here tonight, so it's hard for you to judge that. My comment at
this time is, | don't think so, yet. They are working on it; they are meeting with the DRB
tomorrow. 1 think that is one that needs to be continued to be worked on, to be modified,
to make sure it is of the highest quality. You remember the discussion that we had when
the first two buildings came through, the promises that were made about the quality of
future buildings and I think that’'s important to make sure that that's adhered to.
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So that’s my answer to those three questions.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: Well thank you, Mr. Gawf. | just want to make sure that
you are going to ensure, at least to me, -- | don’t know how the rest of the Commission
feels about this -- but you are going to ensure to me that this deal is not retraded. These
people went through more heartburn than the creation of Oscar Meyer Weiner for 40 to
50 years, okay? This is too much brain damage. There is a new Council in tow and all
of a sudden new personalities about what you may have thought should have been right
for SkySong, and the previous Council thought for SkySong, and now there are new
personalities that potentially could change what that vision may be. And | want to make
sure that we are ensured that what we ask for, what our intent was, is delivered to that
City Council and that we get a residential component here that will help complement it.

MR. GAWF: And, if | may, | think my answer to that earlier was, you need to look at it at
this point in time, look at where they are and say do you think a residential component
would add to the mission, would be complimentary to the SkySong purpose? If you do, |
would suggest you state that. If you don’t, state that and make your thoughts known to
the City Council.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: Butto me, Ed, that’s retrading the deal. We already
made that decision. We made that decision, if you read in the minutes that | showed --
that was the purpose of showing those minutes. We made a statement about
residential, we already did that. So why are we going back and being asked to recast
our vote, asking City Council to go back and recast their vote about whether or not it's
right. You've already asked the question, why are we asking it again?

MR. GAWF: Then | must have misunderstood something, because | thought this was
agendized tonight so that you could weigh in on the question of residential. And if |
missed that point, | apologize for going through this.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: That's why | made the comment originally to start this
off. | agendized it because | want to make sure that it’s crystal clear at least for me, and
if it’s for the rest of this Commission great, and if its not. But the way | understood it, we
wanted residential. We shouldn’t be asking the question again, do we want residential?
Is it right there?. We've already made that decision.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Okay. Let’s get more comments too, because this is
impaortant dialogue.

MR. GAWEF: If | could just add to that. Yes, you are right. As | am thinking through your
comments, because you made that decision as part of the zoning. Again, there is a
separate action that has to be undertaken, and it's not a Flanning Commission action.
It's a contractual action that the City Council has to decide as part of the lease
agreement.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: And that’s my point that there is no reason why the
lease should not be just unanimously approved, because we already made the decision
in the zoning. It is already appropriate for the site. We want residential, that's why we
approved the zoning with residential.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: We are not taking action though. We are just discussing.
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COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: Discussing, correct.
CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Okay. Commissioner O’Neill.

COMMISSIONER O'NEILL: That was going to be one of my first points is | think there
was a couple questions here about what we’re being asked. We are not being asked
anything. We are just discussing the issue, as | understood it, of residential in south
Scottsdale, which is much bigger in my eyes than just SkySong; | hope it is at least. And
that we are not being asked anything, we are just entertaining some discussion about
this; and that what is happening is that the proposed architecture and site planning is
going to move forward in front of the Board that hears that, which is the Development
Review Board. And if any of us have opinions, we should show up at that location to
actually be able to have our voices heard.

And the lease, we have always known, and you are right, Commissioner Schwartz, that |
wasn’t on the Commission, | was on the Development Review Board at that time, and
specifically asked the question -- | specifically, personally asked the question about
knowing that the lease says one thing and that the zoning says something else and
which trumps which? And it was very clear to me then, as it is now, that the zoning
allows residential However, residential cannot be built unless the lease is amended.
And that’s always been clear to me and that unfortunately, as | understand it, the lease
was written prior to the zoning. The zoning then didn’t allow residential therefore the
lease would not have made sense to say "Well, we should allow residential in this
lease," when it wasn't allowed in the zoning. So there’s just a bit, | think of timing and
scheduling going on there.

More importantly, | mean | just wanted to comment that it was incredible to hear two
weeks ago, | believe it was, when | attended the open house for SkySong, just what a
tremendous impact they have had, the success they have had, the movement forward.
The fact that we are even at this point in time discussing Phase |1l of this project | think is
an incredible success for the City, for the developer, for the whole southern area of
Scottsdale. It appears they are well ahead of schedule. | think that's incredibly exciting.
| think it’s going to do more for residential in south Scottsdale and it's great, | think, at
this time that they are considering at this time going to City Council to ask for the change
in the lease for the parking and the residential and the other issues, and that we need to
support that. | mean we, the community, needs to get together and rally behind the fact
that this thing is moving as quickly as it is because of the success they've had.

Regarding the architecture, | mean that is again something that | personally have been
involved in and am going to continue to be involved in, going to tomorrow's study
session and then going, | think it might be July 13, on the Development Review Board,
just because | had been a part of that and am going to continue to follow up on that.

And specifically just because wanting to make sure in that realm what the DRB said and
what | believe the community was promised, which is iconic architecture, which | think
possibly fell short in Phase | and Phase II's approval. But yet we were promised Phase |
and Phase |l was this interior portion of the community and that surrounding it was going
to be this hub of iconic architecture. And it's important for me to make sure, in an
appropriate place, which is the DRB in this case, that that's where it's looked at. And |
would hope that through those processes that we can continue to if there are questions
about the architecture -- and this I'll bring up tomorrow and on the 13" -- that we can
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continue to move the project forward and possibly look at other ways, if there are
questions about the skin of the buildings, how we can continue to move the project
forward, while also making sure the architecture meets everybody’s agreed criteria.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Okay. Could we open up a discussion and garner some
community conversation and then we can all talk about some of the comments we hear.
| think that’s going to be important.

So we have some cards here. Gary Ley, is he still here? All Right, Gary. And you'll be
followed by George Knowlton.

GARY LEY: Chairman Steinberg, members of the Commission, my name is Gary Ley,
and | live right by Coronado High School, which is not too far from the SkySong
development.

Commissioner Schwartz is absolutely correct; this is being hijacked by just a small group
of people for their own means. Residential should go forward on this property. Itis a
hinge pin to the rest of the facilities down there along the McDowell area. If we do not
have residential in the area you are going to be looking at a big, ugly, above ground
parking garage with no amenities. | don’t think you want that, and | know that me and
the rest of my residents in my area don’t want it either, with the exception of maybe one
person.

So as it stands now, this should move forward. This should be brought to its fruition
instead of having anymore balkanizations or horseplay with it and it should go forward as
it was planned to. Residential has always been discussed, as Chairman Steinberg well
knows being part of the Ad Hoc Committee. The open house, standing room only, well
received by the population, well received by the public. Other than the open house, last
night, very few attendees except for maybe a small handful of people that are against
the project. That leads me to believe that the residents of this city have heard enough
and they want to move forward with this.

The ad hoc last night with the exception of two members approved to go forward with the
residential, and correct me if I'm wrong, Chairman Steinberg.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: You're correct.

GARY LEY: There is no more discussion on this. The only thing that we need to do is
amend the lease. And contrary to what people may say, amending the lease, which is a
secandary document, is not a referendum item. It’'s not a legislative action. I'm sure
people would disagree with me. It's a simple amendment. We need to move forward on
Council and get this thing off the ground and get it back on track and moving forward.
Thank you.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thank you, Gary. George. Followed by William Lindley.
GEORGE KNOWLTON: My name is George Knowlton; | live over by Mohave School.
Commissioner Schwartz, you kind of come down on us pretty hard. | think you need to

remember that this city owns more than half of that property. And as a resident | have
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every right to re-ask you questions and to re-ask this Board questions without your
haranguing.

That being said, and | am saying that without malice, in the beginning, and | was there
from the beginning, the residents did not want residential there. That’s why the lease
didn’t have residential on it. Later on John did his job, he got what he asked for, which
was residential zoning. That’s fine; he did what he was supposed to do. We assumed
that you people, when the residential came up you would say, "Okay, we're into this for a
$130-million, they're into it for $87-million, there’s a $55- or a $53-million dollar
difference there. We should take any residential that’s put up and we should recover
money with that." Because everything that was set up was set up with only the original
buildings.

So you guys should have looked at that and you missed the boat there. And | don’t
blame you, because staff has to give you the information. But you should have looked at
that and said "Wait a minute, we have a new component here, how can we recover more
money for this city? There is going to be no recovery for 200 years on this thing except
the $81 million. And what they are saying now is that by rushing this they are going to
save us $3.5 million. So that takes us down to $50 million we are in the hole on this
project in dollar numbers. We need to renegotiate on the new lease. Yeah, there is a
train coming down this track. | want a ticket on it, but | don’t want to have to pay for it."

And that's what is happening here. We are giving them all of this for nothing. We need
to get some money back out of that. This is a revenue stream for them and it is not for
us. They are telling us its 50% of the net. What the hell’s the net? How do we know
what that’s going to be, it could be $2.98 for all we know. There is no way to know. We
don’t know if they could ever sell those for condos, which as a former commercial
broker, | know they can. We need stipulations to cover that.

There are other things. The Housing Board, your City Housing Board, asked specifically
if there was ever going to be residential in this unit, and if there was they wanted to know
about it. In their minutes is all of that, which says "No, there would never be residential.”
And they have not been contacted to date. No one has said a word to them. Talked to
Nancy Cantor at the meeting, she says it's in the minutes, they were never asked. Got
that down.

Now, the other thing is we are talking -- everybody says 325 units, really its 805. I'd like
to see that capped; that is a very dense area. We have residents now that complained
about the possibility of density clear back when it was going to be a hockey arena. They
complained about the height, they complained about all these things. That’s why we
wanted to talk to you again. We need to get some money out of those apartments as
they put them up, I'd love to see them capped.

There’s many other issues that | could come to. You guys have already made a
decision that’s going to have to go to the Council, but you could very well recommend
and redo your thing that says "If we are going to put the apartments there, we need to
recapture some more of that $53-million that we are in the hole for," which we will be,
folks.

Thank you very much.
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CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thank you, George, appreciate it.
One comment, George, before you go.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: Our Board doesn’t have the purview to discuss the
business issues. We are talking land use here. The City, we voted on residential;, we
wanted residential; we asked for residential; we need to get residential.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thank you very much.
William Lindley, followed by Rita Saunders.

WILLIAM LINDLEY: Thank you Mr. Chairman, Commissioners. I’'m William Lindiey,
8550 East McDowell. | moved to Scottsdale, having been in the Valley for about ten
years, | moved to Scottsdale about five years ago because | wanted to be, unlike where |
was outside of Mesa, somewhere that had City services and that had the urban feel and
accessibility of transit. And in speaking with the people who live in my area, there
across from what used to be Smitty’s, now going to be the Senior Center, | believe, and
the people that | have talked to in my area, we see the residential there as part of mixed
use. Having grown up in Boston, | see that mixed use, and especially with Scottsdale
Road which has been approved as a high capacity transit line on there, | think that is
going to be a huge asset to the city. And | already see the changes that are already
happening as tremendously positive to the city and as a big value to the community.

So | just want to say that | really support the residential in the area and the people that |
have spoken to in my area also support it. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thank you very much. Rita.

RITA SAUNDERS-HAWRANEK: For the record, it's Rita Saunders-Hawranek,

5605 North 78" Way, Scottsdale, Arizona. I'm not here because of Ad Hoc. I’'m not
here because | think that residential is a terrible thing or a great thing. I’'m here as Co-
Chair of the Scottsdale Coalition tonight. As a Coalition we have questions about this
particular residential, at this particular moment, on this particular site. It doesn’t match
an overlay, it doesn’t match anything that the Housing Board has ever come down with,
it does not address traffic, compaction, congestion in the neighborhood around it. And
certainly as a member of ad hoc | was very much in favor of residential redevelopment
throughout south Scottsdale. | don't recall ever being specifically asked about the site,
other than its relationship to Los Arcos Crossing where we really thought residential loft
retail would be kinda cool, and a hotel on the site, which we thought would be kinda cool.

I’'m not here as a city planner, I'm not here as a screamer and shouter. I’'m here simply
to ask you people sitting there, as Chairman and as members of this Commission to ask
the City to give this some time. Nobody likes to feel like they’ve had something rammed
down their throats. The City goes on vacation for six weeks, why cannot developers,
residents, and Commissions if hopefully you're around, sit down and parse this out
together, reason it out together, and make it work in a way that will work.

And, Mr. Schwartz, in direct response to something you said earlier, there was a lady

named Darlene Peterson who stood here that night and said, "How can you and a PUD
allow this to happen as residential on a site where we have been promised no
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residential?" And she was told that doesn’t change. So she left this meeting believing
there would be residential in the area, but not on that site. So clarity is something that
has not been very good on either side or among any of the parties in the last seven
months. With that, | thank you.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thank you very much. Timothy White.

Is Sheldon Sigesmund still here? No? Sheldon is on the City of Scottsdale Housing
Board and he had requested to be informed of anything related to housing on this site,
and Mr. Gawf, could you do that for us? Thank you.

TIMOTHY WHITE: Hello, my name is Tim White. First 1 want to thank you for actually
voting this through. | think it's an amazing thing. | don’t want to be too redundant. |
spoke yesterday, so | do apologize to Steve Steinberg for this. But I've been a resident
of Scottsdale, | went to Hohokam High School, my family has been here all my life.

We've seen Scottsdale grow something beautiful -- actually nationally you can go
anywhere, some of the greatest cities in the world such as San Diego and people go,
"Oh you're from Scottsdale,” and with a slight bit of jealousy. But the problem is they’re
not talking about south Scottsdale, they are talking about north Scottsdale, they are
talking about Old Town Scottsdale. See, south Scottsdaie won’t have a problem with
traffic; certainly if we don’t approve things like this. No, there will just be more
businesses that are vacant, empty parking lots, more check cashing stores and empty
lots. They need to be vitalized again. And that's why | am so passionate about taking
time out of my day; | know a lot of young people don’t. | have to speak up because |
want to see this grow, | want to see this happen.

I mean, when you look at things such as the institution that’s in San Francisco, there’s
housing. It's important. It's important for these people that are participating with some
of these major technology companies to be able to house their people with a respectable
housing; something they can be proud of, contemporary and modern. Not apartment,
Sycamore Creek up Thomas Road with shoddy plumbing, bad carpets, and horrible curb
appeal, but something that is absolutely invigorating.

Here are some of the brightest minds in the world and they have opportunities to go
anywhere. So let's make them be proud that they are going to be in south Scottsdale.

That’s basically all | really have to say. Thank you for taking your time out. And again,
there is a voice behind you, Commissioners and Chair, that gives you a pat on the back
saying thank you very much for seeing this vision all the way through.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thanks Tim. That closes the public discussion.
Commissioners. Ed, you have some more comments?

MR. GAWF: | was just going to answer a couple of questions that were raised. And
one was the issue on contractual issue of the lease, the financial aspects of it. And |
think someone indicated correctly that really the role of the Planning Commission is to

look at the land use, not the financial part of that. That will be something that City
Council will took at.
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Secondly, the City Housing Board, 1 will follow up with them and actually schedule a time
that | can make a presentation to them.

The final thing | would say, and it's something that | didn't mention in my presentation, |
try to always do it because | think it's very important. For me -- the main thrust of this is
the research and innovation center. So one of the ways that we have proposed that they
can get additional residential is as they build the office and retail component, they get
additional residential. For example, there’s 325 units in this phase, they are building
approximately 320,000 square feet of office and retail. So that they’ll, again, it will truly
be a mixed use, not one use or the other.

The other point that | didn’t make that | think is important is that the 1.2 million square
feet of office and retail that we’ve always talked about will occur. The residential use --
and | think we discussed it at the Planning Commission as we were looking at the zoning
stips -- the density for the residential is calculated differently and is not part of the 1.2
million. So there will be the residential units of whatever number as well as the 1.2
million square feet that was originally promised as part of the research and innovation
center.

So with that I'd be happy to answer any questions you might have.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: You know, George brought up an interesting point. So what
I’'m gathering from all this is that the 1.2 million is part of the original deal and the 805
residential units and the income therefrom is the gravy for the developer. Do we not
have any part in that ?

MR. GAWF: No. We are discussing that, because you'’re right. The way | think of it and
it's pretty simplistic, but | think of it as two separate buckets. One bucket is the original
lease agreement and the financial arrangements we made with that. They are now
asking for residential and so we are talking about what is the financial benefit to the City
of doing that. And it could be accelerating construction; it could be lowering some of our
obligation. There’s several things we can look at, but that's part of what City Council will
look at as they review the lease.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: And the parking that's been proposed with the residential, to
soften the parking, that parking will satisfy the parking requirements for the research and
development and the retail plus the residential; there won’t be any parking issues?

MR. GAWF: Yes. It's intended to be 900 to 1,000 spaces. About half of them will be for
the residential component and about half will satisfy the parking need for Phase |l
building, the southern building that's next to the proposed residential and the structure.
So it will satisfy both.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: So they're building 325,000 square feet in Phase | and I,
and parking will be at four per thousand thereabouts?

MR. GAWF: Actually it's one per, | think, 300. 33 per thousand is our requirement. And
part of what we need to see actually -- and we haven't gotten into this yet, we will with
experience -- is what is the benefit of a shared relationship? Because obviously there’s
going to be plenty of parking for residential overflow at night and maybe some of that
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overflow during the day could be used for the offices. So there is a shared parking
advantage to having mixed use.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: So how much parking is in the initial phases where
residential is being proposed?

MR. GAWF: Around 500. It's actually like 530 spaces or something like that.
CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: And how much for the technology center?

MR. GAWF: Around 500 or so, and we're still looking at those numbers.
CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: So that's about 1,000 spaces?

MR. GAWF: Yes. Yes, 900 to 1,000 spaces.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: | see.

MR. GAWF: And you have surface parking on the streets. So we are looking at all of
the parking in the area as we calculate it.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: And as far as the traffic impact on the residential?

MR. GAWF: You may recall that as part of the original zoning review of Phase | and
Phase II, we hired an outside transportation consultant, Parson Sprinklerhoff, to do an
independent traffic analysis. They did that. They made recommendations on what
changes need to be made to accommodate the traffic. We've asked them to update that
with the additional residential; so we can look at that. I've seen some preliminary
numbers, | just saw them today in fact, and it looks like there may need to be some
improvements made, but the existing street system can handle the additional residential
traffic.

We have to remember -- and actually this is a good site -- that ten years ago there was a
regional shopping center with all the traffic being generated by that several hundred
thousand square feet at this site. And the roads were sized appropriately to serve that
regional shopping center need. So we are very fortunate from a road standpoint that
McDowell and Scottsdale Road are good thoroughfares that have good capacity.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thank you. Commissioners.

COMMISSIONER HESS: Ed, | have a question. Could you explain to us what the
sudden urgency is and why there’s so much pressure if you will to accomplish this
instantaneously as it were. And then | have a comment or two.

MR. GAWF: The sort of time issue -- and again, let me preface this comment with
saying doing it right is always the best thing. | mean that is the first thing we have to do,
is do it right. But the time pressure is the fact that -- actually if we can go back one to
the schedule because | think that shows it.

Phase | building is getting ready to start construction, that is the 158,000 square feet on
the north side of the boulevard. The second one will start in four or five months, so this
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fall. The parking for the first building will be surface parking north of the structure.
Parking for the second building either needs to be surface parking or structure. If it's a
structure, in order to be online when the building is ready to be occupied, design work
needs to start fairly soon; July, August, September. And so that becomes the sort of
driving force from a time standpoint. And the thought is -~ and again | think the comment
earlier is right, you need to step back and look at the big picture, but still every dollar
does count and we are looking at $2 to $2.5 million or so for building that temporary
surface parking lot to the south. And a parking structure we are assuming around

$12 million for a thousand-space parking structure.

So as we look at it and think about is it better to invest in a parking structure now rather
than a temporary surface parking lot that will be torn up three or four years from now and
replaced with the parking structure? we said "We owe it to the community to bring that
decision forward. Let the community decide -- represented by the Council, decide on
this issue rather than making a staff decision." So that’s what's | think driving it from a
time standpoint.

COMMISSIONER HESS: Why does that force the issue of residential? | mean, |
understand, I'd just like you to clarify that so we’re not --

MR. GAWF: Yes. And the proposal is that the structure would be clad, if you will, with
residential buildings. So you have to design it to have mechanical ventilation, you have
to design it to meet the firewall codes, etcetera. So whether it's designed to have
residential adjacent to it or be a free-standing structure becomes a fairly important
decision early on. A parking structure can be built that doesn’t have the residential
around it, but if you do want to have the residential around it, you have to design the
parking structure in a special way.

COMMISISONER HESS: Okay. | just have one or two brief comments, and | think
Commissioner O’Neil was very succinct and very clear. I'm very supportive of having
residential here. | have had the dubious pleasure; | wouldn't even call it a pleasure, of
seeing the initial design for these residential units. | wouldn’t call it iconic, maybe ironic.
| really can’t think of a word to describe it, and | think if we are going to move this
forward, you keep referring to having world-class design and so forth, we do, its world
lousy class design, what | saw. That isn’t the purview of this Commission; it's the DRB’s.
| unfortunately can’t be there tomorrow. Kevin, you'll speak up and relay loudly. And |
would like to see this move forward, but | would also like to suggest that this project
design be given really serious consideration and that it not just be shoved through
because we need to get it done, sort of the way SkySong was.

If this is going to be world class architecture lets make it that. Nobody’s asking to
redesign the interior of these buildings, but the exterior of them is repulsive frankly.
Sorry, no offence to the architect. Maybe the blame falls on the developer who’s not
putting up enough money and reaching into our pockets for a lot of profit; and | would
object to that strenuously. His feet need to be held to the fire; he’s going to make a lot of
money here and we are giving him 125-million dollars to play with; | think he should be
held to an extremely high standard. So | hope the DRB takes that consideration very
seriously. And that being said | don’t really have anything else to add at the moment.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thank you. Commissioner Heitel.
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VICE-CHAIRMAN HEITEL: Yeah, just a few brief comments. Ed, very timely and
thorough update, | appreciate those comments and Ric reminds me I've got to be brief.
But I'm not surprised, I'm glad to see the residential component coming. | think it's
timely. The process I'm sure is very frustrating for a lot of people, but I'm reminded as
we sit here that | think my true definition of purgatory would be being a developer with a
city government as a partner. So that said, this is a natural process. |It’'s frustrating, but
that is the nature of things. Clearly Higgins Plaza knew that, they’re big boys and they
are not being hijacked, this is just the way it works when you have to do business in this
horribie sort of public process; but that’s just the way it is.

| think the City made a good decision early on in holding back that trump card on the
residential. The property was clearly zoned and the intention was there, but they held
that trump card. Ultimately the City Council will have the ability to ferret out the details
as you're working through them and fine-tuning some of the economic issues. And
that's a good process, so the process wasn't hijacked from us as citizens. So | think
you've done a good job there. I'm happy to see Kevin O'Neill and Steve Steinberg still
involved in the architectural part of the thing, because as | think Commissioner Hess
stated, | think ultimately architecture is going to be the key to the success or failure of
this project; and that standard has to be absolutely extremely high.

Good job and thanks for your update.
CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Thanks Commissioner. Commissioner Steinke.

COMMISSIONER STEINKE: Yes. Not only will Kevin be there tomorrow, | believe, but 1
am the representative from the Planning Commission on DRB tomorrow. And | have
taken these last 45 minutes here to understand and appreciate both the vision and the
passion that we want to represent before the DRB as it comes up tomorrow or wherever
it comes up. So | just wanted to affirm to the people here that in the ways that | can I'lf
express that passion, and that interest, and enthusiasm, and certainly the focus on the
vision. And where we can expedite we will, but where we have to do it right we will also
do that. Thank you. '

COMMISSIONER BARNETT: Mr. Gawf, you have a new record. Other than me going
to time out in second grade for getting in trouble, that was the longest three minutes of
my entire life. So thank you for setting a new standard for me.

MR. GAWF: I'm glad | was able to do something for you tonight.

COMMISSIONER BARNETT: Having said that, | mean | think Commissioner Heitel
makes some good points. | mean, this is just a nightmare from the get-go and it has
nothing to do with the process; | think the process is unbelievably frustrating just from a
pure developer standpoint. And then when we get involved with it and we are on both
sides of approving architecture, approving flow, as well as being a partner, as well as
being involved in every aspect, it's just a nightmare from the get-go.

Having said that, I'm a huge fan of this. | think this is one of the best things the City has
done in a long time. And when I'm sitting up here, I’'m doing my little two bits as a
volunteer, but | am really looking to you as Assistant City Manager to negotiate some
decent terms and look out for my interest as a City of Scottsdale citizen, of looking out
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for my investment, my taxes and really taking into consideration a lot of the comments
that Mr. Knowlton has brought up over here.

And, you know, it’s frustrating because we are negotiating contracts that are moving
around, we are negotiating architecture that’'s moving around, we are negotiating site
plans that are moving around, we're negotiating an entire section of the City all at one
time, and it’s just tough. And so I'm sure you’ve gotten very little thanks out of this whole
thing, Mr. Gawf. But | thank you for tolerating the whole process and putting up with
frustrating people and strong vocal people like Mr. Schwartz here and Mr. Knowlton and
some of the other people that we have involved in the process.

Anyway, I'm glad that we are moving forward. I'm glad with the developers we've
picked. | think the main complaint that everybody’s had is with the architecture on the
first go-round and | think they’re definitely on notice that there’s some people looking
over their shoulders at this go-round.

Anyway going forward, thanks for all you're doing.
CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Commissioner Schwartz.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: Thank you. | just want to make clear that my
comments were related to the use and nothing other than the use. And my comments
about being hijacked is simply because of all the articles I've read in the paper about no
residential, no residential, no residential. We want a residential.

So my purpose and goal was to have that discussion here so that we can deliver a
message whether it’s just the minutes of this meeting or a letter that we send collectively
from the Planning Commission supporting residential use. There are other things that
we have to do to protect our city. Design is number one cf them. The financials, |
wasn't part of the financials on that project, | don’t know how they work; it wouldn’t be for
me to comment. But | am commenting about residential. | want residential. Sounds like
the rest of this Commission wanted residential at the time. sounds like we want it now.
And | think its important that we support our City Council and -- they’ve said in the past,
we want to hear from you, so | think this is the perfect opportunity for us to send a one
line letter from the Planning Commission that says “We unanimously support residential
at SkySong.” That’s it, that’s all it has to say. They can work out the details of
everything else.

COMMISSIONER BARNETT: And | would completely agree with that. And Mr. Gawf,
you asked the rhetorical question earlier, you were asking us if we support residential. |
think in our minds there really never was any question. We always pretty much
assumed it was there. We remember the conversation; it was in all of our packages. So
you asked the rhetorical question, but | think we all fully want residential there.

The comments earlier about traffic and congestion, that’s part of the decision making
process that goes into this site and we pretty much assume that residentiatl is going to be
there. So if it needs to be a line from us -- | think just a copy of the transcript from
tonight, from the section, if we just handed that over as part of the City Council meetings
that would probably look more appropriate. But, | think we personally give you support
and we give City Council support and we’d like to see that as a portion.
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CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: Absolutely. Just to sum up quickly, | know it’s late, a
mixed-use project without residential is not a mixed-use project. And coming from
having lived in the largest mixed-use project in the world, called New York City, | think
this is a great urban site.

| am going to be really, really tough on the architecture coming up. | was kind of pushed
in a corner on the first phase and wanted to get things going for the sake of time, but the
results are mundane and a lot of people have echoed that. Anything coming forth will
have to be more than just quiet architecture as Harry Karp had coined it; it's got to be
exceptional architecture.

I was in San Francisco this week and | saw exceptional architecture; had a nice
experience walking the streets. And the mix of residential and commercial and retail just
gave you that vibrancy which is missing in this town, which will be here in the next few
years. :

So | agree with my colleagues and we are going to send a strong message to City
Council, we support residential. We'll be on top of them and ensuring the project is the
best it can possibly be. And we are going to be in the developers face from this point
forward.

MR. GAWF: Thank you, Commission. | might suggest, since this is listed as a non-
action item, that you use the minutes as an indicator of your sentiments to the Council
and we will, I'm sure, do that and pass it forward as part of the package that goes to the
City Council.

CHAIRMAN STEINBERG: You bet.

COMMISSIONER SCHWARTZ: Mr. Gawf, thank you for your help.

END VERBATIM PORTION OF MINUTES

ADJOURNMENT

With no further business to discuss, the regular meeting of the Scottsdale Planning
Commission adjourned at 8:48 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
A/V Tronics, Inc.
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King, Kristi

From: Roderique, David

Sent: Friday, June 23, 2006 7:49 AM
To: Littlefield, Robert

Cc: Gawf, Ed; Dolan, Jan
Subject: RE: SkySong Questions

First phase would be up to 325 units. They haven't figured out an exact number yet -- subject
to design.

We are meeting all day with them today to try to iron out final details of the lease, including
financial aspects. Will very likely be a reduction in the infrastructure cap plus potential sharing
in profits. Will get specifics to you as soon as we have finalized.

Dave

From: littlefield, Robert

Sent: Friday, June 23, 2006 7:33 AM
To: Gawf, Ed

Cc: Roderique, David

Subject: RE: SkySong Questions

How many units are proposed for the first phase (3.3 acres) -- | understood the number to be 325, is that correct?

Also what kind of modifications is ASUF proposing to the financial deal for the residential units?

From: Gawf, Ed

Sent: Thu 6/22/2006 5:45 PM

To: Littlefield, Robert; Roderique, David
Subject: RE: SkySong Questions

Bob, the building footprint for the residential area and the courtyards (minus the parking garage) = 3.3

acres. The quantity and area of additional residential units {(per conceptual site plan dated 3/27/06) = 152 units on
1.3 acres. While the zoning code would allow 805 units, | don't think the developer every anticipated getting to
that number. In regard to the second question, the answer is yes. The development can meet its required open
space and still construct 1.2 million square feet of office and retail.

From: Littlefield, Robert

Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2006 4:47 PM

To: Gawf, Ed; Roderique, David

Subject: SkySong Questions

Ed & Dave:

| have two questions about the proposed residential component at SkySong:

1. How much of the site's acreage will the apariments occupy, both for the initial 300 units and for the

06/26/2006
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potential maximum of 825 units?

2. Steve Evans told me that building the apartments would not require any loss of office or retail space.
When 1 asked him how this was possible he said that the apartments would be built on land that was
previously planned as open space, but that this loss of open space would still leave the project within the
open space requirements. |s this correct?

Have a nice day.

Bob Littlefield

06/26/2006




Kingr, Kristi

From: Manross, Mary

Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2006 11:59 AM
To: Dolan, Jan; Gawf, Ed

Subject: FW: SkySong

------ Original Message----—-

From: Harold Cope [mailto:deanbetty@msn.com]

Sent: Monday, June 12, 2006 4:21 AM

To: City Council; Jim.Gold@scottsdalerepublic.com; Michael.Ryan@scottsdalerepublic.com;
Laurie.Roberts@scottsdalerepublic.com; Lesley.Wright@scottsdalerepublic.com

Subject: SkySong

Reviewing Scottsdale's web site for SkySong this morning I read thru 12 news releases from
May 26,2004 to December 13, 2005 and I did not find one mention of residential units at
SkySong. I also reviewed 23 Dbulletins from August 26, 2004 to December 13, 2005 and did
not find one mention of residential units at SkySong. Being early in the AM I may have
missed something.

When use of space was mentioned it was given as 90% office space and 10% retail.

If residential units were planned from the beginning how come they were never

Sincerely;

Harold D. Cope

8225 East Plaza Avenue
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250
1-480-949-2694
deanbetty@msn.com

Express yourself instantly with MSN Messenger! Download today - it's FREE!
http://messenger.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200471lave/direct/01/
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King, Kristi

From: Andrea Michaels [madcap_thinkher@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, June 12, 2006 11:56 PM

To: Gawf, Ed; Don.Couvillion@asu.edu

Subject: Sky Song Residential plans - Neither the spirit nor the letter of ADA

Dear Ed,

I appreciated receiving the background material regarding the planned residential units at Sky Song.
You know that I have been an enthusiastic proponent of mixed use, residential/commercial on and
around that site and.around Scottsdale for years.

The public meeting was the first time I had an opportunity to see what was planned, and although I had
some concerns about the design, my public question about the &€ceuniversal accessibilitya€0 of the
residential units received at least a partially positive response to the effect that &€ethe units will have
elevatorsa€0] and follow applicable codes. I was surprised that the respondent didnd€™t understand
4€ceuniversal accessibility.4€0] I think you know that it refers to barrier-free accessibility for the
4€cecard-carryingd€0 handicapped individuals who get special parking spaces, accessibility for people
who are pushing strollers or pulling roll-a-boards, for people who arena€™it strong enough to open
heavy doors, for people who have temporary or permanent problems with balance, for people who have
limitations to their eyesight; for people who may be recovering from an operation, or dealing with an
injury, as well as those who are permanently, physically disabled, etc., etc..

I did not think that the public meeting was the appropriate time to comment on the actual designs. There
is much to like about them and about the project with a residential component. However, [ am
astonished and tremendously disappointed that many of the entries of units are not accessible for
residents or visitors, and none have bathrooms that could even be modified for accessibility. Few of the
closets, master bedrooms, baths, etc. are accessible. Every unita€™s front access to the external
a€ceneighborhooda€l] and the interaction of the street are limited with stoops and what appears to be at
least 6 steps.

Typically there is minimal additional cost to make either the exterior or the interiors of residences
accessible. The war in Iraq is sending home more maimed and disabled soldiers than at any other time in
American history. Our boomer generation is aging, but still in the work force, and still active although
some are dealing with physical disabilities. Technology and ADA have made it possible for people, who
in earlier generations would have been confined to their homes or institutions, to be integrated into the
workforce regardless of their age. Technology and Title IX has made if possible for those persons with
athletic interests and skills to compete in athletic contests, sometimes with or against people who
dona€™t have similar disabilities.

Scottsdale should be LEADING the way in demonstrating our commitment to universal accessibility in
everything wea€™re connected with, and particularly with Sky Song. The socially-conscious
businesses who will be premier occupants of the offices shouldnd€™t have restrictions on who is able to
work or live in the area.

Why steps up to all the units? Why should those who want to live at Sky Song have to move out because
they break their leg or have a mobility problem? The most popular toilet sold today is the &€cecomfort
height3€D toilet (the one that used to be called the ADA model?) Visitors should be able to park their
cars, enter either the front door or the back door, and, at the very least, use the bathroom. The residential
units should permit the friends and family of those who live and work at Sky Song to visit, have dinner,
use the bathroom, etc.

06/26/2006
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Ed, again, I am all in favor of residential units as part of the Sky Song project. [ta€™s terrific that the
project has moved along so well. However, I would be among the first to call for a curtailment or a halt
if the barrier-filled residential designs Ia€™ve seen are those that will be built. I hope that you will urge
the developers to go back to the drawing board and make appropriate changes.

Andrea Michaels, Member

Ad-Hoc Working Group

Do You Yahoo!?
Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around
http://mail.yahoo.com

06/26/2006
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King, Kristi

From: Andrea Michaels [madcap1 @cox.net]

Sent: Monday, June 12, 2006 11:55 PM

To: Gawf, Ed; 'Don Couvillion'

Subject: Sky Song Residential plans - Neither the spirit nor the letter of ADA

Dear Ed,

| received the background material regarding the residential units at Sky Song. You know that | have been an
enthusiastic proponent of mixed use, residential/lcommercial on and around that site and around Scottsdale for
years.

The public meeting was the first time | had an opportunity to see what was planned, and although | had some
concerns about the design, my public question about the “universal accessibility” of the residential units received
at least a partially positive response to the effect that “the units will have elevators” and follow applicable codes. |
was surprised that the respondent didn’t understand “universal accessibility.” | think you know that it refers to
barrier-free accessibility for the “card-carrying” handicapped individuals who get special parking spaces,
accessibility for people who are pushing strollers or pulling roll-a-boards, for people who aren'’t strong enough to
open heavy doors, for people who have temporary or permanent problems with balance, for people who have
limitations to their eyesight; for people who may be recovering from an operation, or dealing with an lnjury, as well
as those who are permanently, physically disabled, etc., etc..

| did not think that the public meeting was the appropriate time to comment on the actual designs. There is much
to like about them and about the project with a residential component. However, | am astonished and
tremendously disappointed that many of the entries of units are not accessible for residents or visitors, and none
have bathrooms that could even be modified for accessibility. Few of the closets, master bedrooms, baths, etc.
are accessible. Every unit’s front access to the external "neighborhood” and the interaction of the street are
limited with stoops and what appears to be at least 6 steps.

The war in Iraq is sending home more maimed and disabled soldiers than at any other time in American history.
Our boomer generation is aging, but still in the work force, and still active although some are dealing with physical
disabilities. Technology and ADA have made it possible for people, who in earlier generations would have been
confined to their homes or institutions, to be integrated into the workforce regardless of their age. Technology and
Title 1X has made if possible for those persons with athletic interests and skills to compete in athletic contests,
sometimes with or against people who don’t have similar disabilities. Typically there is minimal additional cost to
make either the exterior or the interiors of residences accessible.

Scottsdale should be LEADING the way in demonstrating our commitment to universal accessibility in everything
we’re connected with, and particularly with Sky Song. The Ad Hoc group talked about the spirit as well as the
letter of ADA as a guiding principle of the development. The socially-conscious businesses who will be premier
occupants of the offices shouldn’t experience restrictions on who is able fo work or live in the area.

Why steps up to all the units? Why should those who want to live at Sky Song have to move out because they
break their leg or have a mobility problem? Visitors should be able to park their cars, enter either the front door or
the back door, and, at the very least, use the bathroom. The residential units should permit the friends and family
of those who live and work at Sky Song to visit, have dinner, use the bathroom, etc. The most popular toilet sold
today is the “comfort height” toilet (the one that used to be called the ADA model?)

Ed, again, | am all in favor of residential units as part of the Sky Song project. It’s terrific that the project has
moved along so well. However, | would be among the first to call for a curtailment or a halt if the barrier-filled
residential designs I've seen are those that will be built. | hope that you will urge the developers to go back to the
drawing board and make appropriate changes.

Andrea Michaels, Member
Ad-Hoc Working Group

06/26/2006




King, Kristi

From: Manross, Mary ‘
Sent: Monday, June 05, 2006 8:47 AM
To: Gawf, Ed

Cc: Dolan, Jan

Subject: Fw: More bait and switch

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----
From: Jack McVickers

To: Jack McVickers

Sent: Mon Jun 05 08:35:17 2006
Subject: More bait and switch

Dear Editor:

First it was to be a center to spawn start-up companies that would be based on technology
developed in the laboratories of ASU. "NO; Absolutely NO! It will NOT become a simple
"office park" as our detractors are saying". That was the initial bait.

What do we see now?

First it is the switch to GOOGLE, one of the largest companies in the world and certainly
not one springing from the loins of an ASU laboratory needing "investment" from the
taxpayers of Scottsdale to assure its successg. GOOGLE is simply looking for suitable
office space at the lowest price they can find. With no large number of start-up
companies coming out of the ASU laboratories as originally promised, GOOGLE is being
dressed up to look like an emerging high tech company in need of subsidized space "near
the university".

With a dearth of ASU start-up companies, the next switch we see is the "SUDDENLY-
CRITICAL" addition of 800 apartments in need of tax-payer "investment" in the private
housing market.

One would have thought that all of the CRITICAL things required to complete the "VISION"
of SkySong had now all been exposed to the light of day. But no! This morning we see
another switch. This time it is a need for the taxpayers to invest in the private-sector
hotel business.

What else will emerge during the remaining 196 years of thig non-revenue-generating 130
million dollars investment of the taxpayer's money in the private sector? Our great-
great-great-great-grandchildren had better stay alert.

Jack C. McVickers

9642 E. Windrose Drive

Scottsdale, AZ 85260-4609

480-391-3914

jmcv3@cox.net

"I believe there are more instances of the abridgment of the rights of the people by the
gradual and silent encroachments of those in power than by violent and sudden usurpations.
James Madison




King, Kristi

From: Manross, Mary

Sent: Monday, June 05, 2006 8:46 AM
To: Gawf, Ed

Cc: Dolan, Jan

Subiject: Fw: Los Arcos

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----

From: Dap0804@acl.com

To: Manross, Mary; Drake, Betty; Ecton, Wayne; Lane, Jim;
Ron; Osterman, Kevin; redbirdranch@earthlink.net

Sent: Mon Jun 05 07:23:31 2006

Subject: Los Arcos

Good Mornning,

The property is too expensive to put any kind of housing.

Littlefield, Robert;

Fashion Sq.,

McCullagh,

Pavilions do not have housing. In a presentation that Ed Gawf gave he pointed to
housing all around on Scottsdale Rd. No, this was going to be "High End

Research." Table this until the you come back from summer hiatus.

on housing to work that is a bad omen. Darlene

If this depends




Kingt Kristi

From: Manross, Mary

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 5:21 PM
To: Gawf, Ed

Subject: Fw: SkySong ASU Apartments

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----
From: stuartk@housingaz.com

To: City Council

Sent: Wed May 31 14:03:42 2006
Subject: SkySong ASU Apartments

Contact Information (if blank, user did not provide):
Name: Stuart Kritzer
Address: 6744 E Holly,
C/S/Z: Scottsdale, az 85257
Phone: 602 771-1064

MESSAGE:

Dear Scottsdale Council:I have attended several SkySong planning meetings
and tried to closely follow the developments pertaining to the
revitalization of South Scottsdale. As a result, my wife and I purchased a
home nearby and have completed an extensive remodel in anticipation of the
city’'s revitalization efforts in this area. After living in the area for a
while, we feel that one of the major detractions of South Scottsdale is
the high concentration of rental properties. More worrisome is that we
recently heard that SkySong is planning on "accelerating the plan" and
adding 800 rental units to the project. First, I do not recall any plans
or renderings depicting large rental components of the project. Second, I
never heard any mention of 800 rental units during the meetings I
attended. It was always touted as 90% hi-tech commercial with some retail
space. Moreover, although there has been significant condo conversion
activity in Scottsdale, according to 1/QTR 2006 RealData, Scuth Scottsdale
still has over 7,500 rental units! In addition, I think the SkySong with
its ASU connection would be viewed as a dorm, thus attracting a very high
proportion of students, which means disproportional traffic impact, trash
and no sense of ownership whatsocever. Altogether, this use would detract
from and retard the revitalization of the area. Therefore, the proposed
use should be eliminated at best or minimzed at worst. If nct eliminated,
it should be delayed until the final phase. Please advise what steps can
be taken to prevent the commercial revitalization from Zeing choked off
before establishing a toehold. Sincerely, Stuart Kritzer

This message was generated from the following web page:
http://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/default.asp



King, Kristi

From: Manross, Mary

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 9:25 AM
To: Gawf, Ed

Subject: FW: Prop. 402

————— Original Message-----

From: deanbetty@msn.com [mailto:deanbetty@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, May 15, 2006 5:16 AM

To: Manross, Mary

Subject: Prop. 402

Contact Information (if blank, user did not provide):
Name: Harold Cope
Address: 8225 Fast Plaza Avenue,
C/S/Z: Scottsdale, AZ. 85250
Phone: 1-480-949-2694

MESSAGE:

Thank you for your call the other day. My wife and I have decided to vote
for 402 but will still vote for councilman Littlefield. If SkySong is
given permission to build 800 apartments and then reqguest to sell them as
condos they could gross 300 million or more. Where would that money
go??Thank you.Sincerely;Harold D. Cope

This message was generated from the following web page:
http://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/council/bios/Mary_ Manross.asp




King, Kristi

From: Gawf, Ed

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 8:49 AM

To: King, Kristi; Ekblaw, Kroy; Roderique, David

Subject: FW: Support for Mixed Use Residential/Retail at Sky Song

—————— Original Message-----

From: Manross, Mary

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 8:28 AM

To: Dolan, Jan

Cc: Gawf, Ed

Subject: Fw: Support for Mixed Use Residential/Retail at Sky Song

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

~~~~~~ Original Message-----

From: WebSiteUser@scottsdaleaz.gov

To: City Council

Sent: Tue May 30 16:41:23 2006

Subject: Support for Mixed Use Residential/Retail at Sky Song

Contact Information {(if blank, user did not provide) :
Name: Andrea Michaels
Address: 6700 E. Thomas Rd. 71B,
C/S/Z: Scottsdale, AZ 85251
Phone: 480-609-3901

MESSAGE:

I am a homeowner in Scottsdale and feel that there is anr outstanding
opportunity available not only to heighten the attraction of Sky Song to
new business creative, high tech, retail, and services, but also to
attract the people who would work at Sky Song and those who are interested
in a Kierland-type, active community with mixed-use residential/retail
units.The newspapers have highlighted the view of a few detractors who
dont realize that mixed use units residential and retail/commercial are
among the most popular living situations across the country. Although the
ASU Foundation has described the proposed residential units as
market-priced, couldn’t those residential units could bs designed and
constructed so that at least a portion are available for teachers, police,
fire personnel, and health care professionals that the City of Scottsdale,
Scottsdale Healthcare and the Scottsdale Unified School District wants to
retain and/or attract?Could those units include a provision for discounts
or other incentives for Scottsdale teachers, police, fire-fighters,
nurses, etc.?

This message was generated from the following web page:
http://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/default.asp
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King, Kristi

From: Drake, Betty

Sent:  Tuesday, May 30, 2006 1:20 PM

To: Dolan, Jan; Littlefield, Robert

Cc: City Council; Stockwell, Brent; Gawf, Ed; Robberson, Deborah; Jagger, Carolyn
Subject: RE: Residential At Skysong

Jan, Bob, Ed...

Glad to see the meeting is in the works, per my suggestion the day the residential proposal was first mentioned.
Bob, glad to see you're on the bus. | wholeheartedly agree with your comments.

BD

From: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2006 10:25 AM

To: Littlefield, Robert

Cc: City Council; Stockwell, Brent; Gawf, Ed; Robberson, Deborah; Jagger, Carolyn
Subject: RE: Residential At Skysong

Bob:

Ed and I discussed a meeting of the Ad-Hoc Citizens Advisory Working Group last week and he intends to start
calling all the members today to discuss the proposal and their availability for a meeting.

Jan

Jan Dolan

City Manager

3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
480.312.2422
www.ScottsdaleAZ.gov

From: Littlefield, Robert

Sent: Saturday, May 27, 2006 4:09 PM
To: Dolan, Jan

Cc: Collins, Lisa

Subject: Residential At Skysong

Jan:

Please have staff arrange a meeting of the ASU Scottsdale Center for New Technology and
Innovation Ad-Hoc Citizens Advisory Working Group ASAP. The purpose of this meeting will be to
have ASU Foundation, Higgins Development Partners and The Plaza Companies present their
request for lease modification to the Ad-Hoc Citizens Advisory Working Group so that the Group can
consider this request and provide the City Council with their input before we vote on this request.

06/01/2006



Re: Question/comments Page 2 of 2

| also believe that the Ad-Hoc Citizens Advisory Working Group would be the best vehicle for
collecting input from the neighbors and other affected stakeholders on whether or not the Council
should approve the requested lease modification.

Bob Littlefieid

06/01/2006




King, Kristi

From: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2006 8:36 AM
To: Gawf, Ed

Subject: FW: SkySong

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Due By: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 8:33 AM
Flag Status: Flagged

please respond

Jan Dolan

City Manager

3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
480.312.2422
www.ScottsdaleAZ.gov

—————— Original Message----—-

From: Manross, Mary

Sent: Monday, May 29, 2006 3:47 PM
To: Dolan, Jan

Cc: Roderigue, David

Subject: Fw: SkySong

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

—————— Original Message-----

From: Harold Cope

To: City Council; ne.letters@scottsdalerepublic.com
Sent: Mon May 29 09:32:37 2006

Subject: SkySong

I have found the SkySong web site and it paints a beautiful picture of what
SkySong could be.

In addressing residential plans they use the term " market rate housing" not
market rate rental apartments. Are they planning to build heousing to rent or
housing to sell???2?

Thelr web site provides several contacts for info on leasing space for R and
D and office and business but nothing about residential.

Sincerely;

Harold D. Cope

8225 East Plaza Avenue
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250
1-480-949-2694
deanbetty@msn.com

Express yourself instantly with MSN Messenger! Download today - it's FREE!
http://messenger.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200471ave/direct/01/

1




SkySong - DRB Submittal Friday Page 1 of 1

King, Kristi

From: Valerie VanAuker [Valerie @theplazaco.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 25, 2006 12:10 PM

To: Ekblaw, Kroy; gtodd @toddassoc.com

Cc: Sharon Harper; Gawf, Ed

Subject: SkySong - DRB Submittal Friday
Importance: High

As you know, we did not want to submit the residential DRB until 4:00 pm on Friday. When I was
coordinating the check for the DRB submittal, I learned that right now Todd and Associates has an
appointment for 2:00 pm on Friday. Can you assist with adjusting the scheduled time from 2:00 pm to
4:00 pm? Please advise. Thank you.

Valerie VanAuker

Executive Assistant to Sharon Harper
President and CEOQ

The Plaza Companies

9401 W. Thunderbird Road, Suite 200

Peoria, AZ 85381

(623) 972-1184 phone

(623) 972-5554 fax

valerie@theplazaco.com

06/01/2006
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King, Kristi

From: FELDEX@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2006 5:55 PM
To: Gawf, Ed

Subject: Fwd: Good morning

Notice Darlene can never give you an answer - What is it you want to see.......... She never says - Just a list of

what she doesn't want. It gets old.

06/01/2006




Kigg, Kristi

From: Ekblaw, Kroy

Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2006 1:23 PM

To: Steve Evans (E-mail); John Berry (E-mail); Tom Samuels (E-mail); Sharon Harper (E-mail);
Don Couvillion (E-mail); Gary Todd (E-mail); Stan Lusardi (E-mail); Matthew Pridemore (E-
mail)

Cc: Gawf, Ed; Roderique, David

Subject: Skysong meetings at 9am Thursday

Just a quick reminder that we will be meeting at 9am tomorrow in the 3rd floor conference room.
From 9 -9:30 we can discuss lease and general communication status.

At 9:30 we will be discussing the open house for next wednesday the 31st.

At 10 we will be meeting with regards to the residential design and DRB submittal status.

Please let me know if you have any questions, thx, kroy



King, Kristi

From: Dap0804 @aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2006 12:22 PM
To: FELDEX@aol.com
Subiject: Re: Good morning

Littlefield had nothing to do with this. Darlene

In a message dated 5/24/06 10:46:09 AM US Mountain Standard Time, FELDEX -

writes: le

i

<< itting here with more pawn shops and undesirable businesses. So aside from
retail I think you guys need to come up with a vision for the area instead of
giving a laundry list of things you don't want - Business owner s down here

told me they need something to bring more businesses down here because right

now noone wants to move their business next to a pawn shop /check cashing store
etc.... ... ... ... If you guys don't stop fighting everything we will be left

with nothing which is what we have now. I know Littlefield likes to stir up folks
but he does not have to live down here................ >




King_;, Kristi

From: Dap0804 @aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2006 9:41 AM
To: Marbak @cox.net; bruceasteele @ earthlink.net; citar@msn.com; corinnet@cox.net;

McFarland100@msn.com; timmonty @ phxcoxmail.com; sgsman @worldnet.att.net; strange2
@cox.net; RAN26385@msn.com; michelleaubert@cox.net; Dap0804 @aol.com

Subject: Good morning

It is important that as many as possible attend this meeting. Please send to
your groups whether you believe this is right or not. I think the new idea
of housing before retail is wrong. Darlene

Open House Set May 31 on SkySong Future Phase Development

Developers of SkySong, the ASU Scottsdale Innovation Center, will host an

open house May 31 from 5:30 to 7 p.m. at the Community Design Studio, 7506 E.
Indian School Road, to present conceptual plans for Phase III of the project. The
approved site plan calls for 1.2 million sguare feet of research, office and
retail uses. Phase III consists of a residential component and a parking
structure. The SkySong development team includes Higgins Development Partners and
The Plaza Companies as co-developers in partnership with the Arizona State
University Foundation and USAA Real Estate Company. At the open house, project
representatives will preview updated site plans, provide a progress report on
current construction and provide information about future public hearings and
solicit input on the proposed third phase site plans.

In addition, from 6 to 6:30 p.m. project representatives will make a

30-minute presentation and be available to answer gquestions throughout the meeting.
Mixed-use zoning was approved for the site on June 21, 2005, and allows a

variety of residential types. The City Council will congider a lease amendment for
inclusion of residential on the sgsite at a future date. As is the case with all
phases of SkySong, the third phase will require Development Review Board

review and approval. To view the SkySong rezoning fact sheet, wvisit:
http://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/cases/casesheet.aspx?caseid=28605

Additional SkySong project information is available on-line at:
http://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/ASUScottsdale/Default.asp



Roderique, David

From: Gawf, Ed

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2006 9:02 AM

To: Roderique, David; Ekblaw, Kroy

Subject: FW: SkySong-Apartments for rent or condos for sale???

————— Original Message--—--

From: Manross, Mary

Sent: Sunday, May 21, 2006 11:55 AM

To: Dolan, Jan

Cc: Gawf, Ed .

Subject: Fw: SkySong-Apartments for rent or condos for sale???

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-—-—---

From: Harold Cope

To: City Council; Jim.Gold@scottsdalerepublic.com; Laurie.Roberts@scottsdalerepublic.com;
Lesley.Wright@scottsdalerepublic.com; Michael.Ryan@scottsdalerepublic.com

Sent: Sun May 21 04:36:12 2006

Subject: SkySong-Apartments for rent or condos for sale???

My guess is there will not be apartments for rent at SkyScng but condos for
sale at a high price. T suspect there is, already, in place, a time line
project to sell condos providing a cash cow for whom???? Certeinly not the
citizens of Scottsdale.

The first order of business will be to obtain approval from the Scottsdale
City Council to build 800 apartments. Once that approval is obtained an
announcement will be made to develop and sell the apartments as condos.

My projection is based on the following:

1. Developments in Tempe, Edgewater, Bridgeview, Onyx and Northshore
are selling condos for $500,000. to $2,000,000.;

2. The Camelview Condos across from Fashion Square are selling for
$500,000. upwards of $2,000,000.;

3. The intersection of Scottsdale Road and McDowell Road, location of
SkySong, will become the pivot point for a light rail system downtown
Phoenix-Scottsdale-ASU/Tempe; and

4. Based on the prices of the condos in Tempe and Camelview Scottsdale
SkySong condos could also go for $500,000. uopwards of $2,000,000. bringing
in a conservative $600,000,000. to the developers.

The developers of SkySong claim the original agreement, signed by the
Scottsdale City Council, provided for 300 plus apartments at SkySong. Some
members of the city council have indicated that was not their understanding,

I believe the Scottsdale City Council should consider the following before
approving any changes to the original agreement:

1. Approving 800 residential units for SkySong could mean 3,000 or
more residents and 1600 vehicles. Where would 1600 vehicles bz parked?;

1



2. Obtain input from the residents of the area;
3. Enforce the current agreement as is;
4., DApprove apartments with deed restrictions and explicit agreements

that should the apartments ever be converted to condos for sale then
Scottsdale should be, upfront, reimbursed for it's total investment in
SkySong with reasonable interest and no tax breaks for SkySong; or

5. Approve condo development for SkySong with Scottsdale being totally
reimbursed, up front, for it's investment in SkySong and no tax breaks.

Harold D. Cope

8225 east plaza Avenue
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250
1-480-949-2694
deanbetty@msn.com

Express yourself instantly with MSN Messenger! Download today - it's FREE!
http://messenger.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200471lave/direct/01/




King, Kristi

From: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2006 8:36 AM

To: Gawf, Ed

Subiject: Fw: SkySong-Apartments for rent or condos for sale???

Jan Dolan

City Manager
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
480.312.2422

www . scottsdaleaz.gov

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----

From: Ecton, Wayne

To: Dolan, Jan

CC: Stockwell, Brent

Sent: Mon May 22 08:35:19 2006

Subject: FW: SkySong-Apartments for rent or condos for sale???

FYT

————— Original Message-----

From: Harold Cope [mailto:deanbetty@msn.com]

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2006 8:30 AM

To: Ecton, Wayne

Subject: RE: SkySong-Apartments for rent or condos for sale???

Wayne
Thank you for your reply. I learn something new each day.
Harold d. Cope

>From: "Ecton, Wayne" <wecton@scottsdaleaz.gov>

>To: "Harold Cope" <deanbetty@msn.com>

>Subject: RE: SkySong-Apartments for rent or condos for sale???

>Date: Mon, 22 May 2006 08:26:59 -0700

>

>Thanks for your e-mail. They can never be for sale because the land is
>still owned by Scottsdale and you can't plat condos or for sale product on
>leased land.

>

>Councilman Ecton

P —— Original Message----—-

>From: Harold Cope [mailto:deanbetty@msn.com]
>Sent: Sunday, May 21, 2006 4:36 AM

>To: City Council; Jim.Gold@scottsdalerepublic.com;
>Laurie.Roberts@scottsdalerepublic.com;
>Lesley.Wright@scottsdalerepublic.com;

>Michael .Ryan@scottsdalerepublic.com

>Subject: SkySong-Apartments for rent or condos for sale???
>

>

>



>My guess is there will not be apartments for rent at SkySong but condos for
>sale at a high price. I suspect there 1is, already, in place, a time line
>project to sell condos providing a cash cow for whom???? Certainly not the
>citizens of Scottsdale.

>

>The first order of business will be to obtain approval from the Scottsdale
>City Council to build 800 apartments. Once that approval is obtained an
>announcement will be made to develop and sell the apartments as condos.

>

>My projection is based on the following:

>

> 1. Developments in Tempe, Edgewater, Bridgeview, Onyx and Northshore
>are selling condos for $500,000. to $2,000,000.;

>

> 2. The Camelview Condos across from Fashion Square are selling for
>$500,000. upwards of $2,000,000.;

>

> 3. The intersection of Scottsdale Road and McDcwell Road, location
>of

>SkySong, will become the pivot point for a light rail system downtown
>Phoenix-Scottsdale-ASU/Tempe; and

>

> 4. Based on the prices of the condeos in Tempe and Camelview
>Scottsdale

>SkySong condos could also go for $500,000. upwards of $2,000,000. bringing
>in a conservative $600,000,000. to the developers.

>

>The developers of SkySong claim the original agreement, signed by the
>Scottsdale City Council, provided for 300 plus apartments at SkySong. Some
>members of the city council have indicated that was nct their
>understanding,

>

>I believe the Scottsdale City Council should consider the following before
>approving any changes to the original agreement:

>

> 1. Approving 800 residential units for SkySong could mean 3,000 or
>more residents and 1600 vehicles. Where would 1600 vehicles be parked?;

i 2. Obtain input from the residents of the area;

: 3. Enforce the current agreement as is;

.

4. Approve apartments with deed restrictions and explicit agreements
>that should the apartments ever be converted to condos for sale then
>Scottsdale should be, upfront, reimbursed for it's total investment in
>SkySong with reasonable interest and no tax breaks for SkySong; or

>

> 5. Approve condo development for SkySong with Scottsdale being
>totally

>reimbursed, up front, for it's investment in SkySong and no tax breaks.

>

>Harold D. Cope

>B8225 east plaza Avenue

>Scottsdale, Arizona 85250

>1-480-949-2694

>deanbetty@msn.com

>

>

>Express yourself instantly with MSN Messenger! Download today - it's FREE!
>http://messenger.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200471ave/direct/01/

Don’'t just search. Find. Check out the new MSN Search!
http://search.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200636ave/direct/01/




ng, Kristi

From: Manross, Mary

Sent: Sunday, May 21, 2006 11:55 AM

To: Dolan, Jan

Cc: Gawf, Ed

Subject: Fw: SkySong-Apartiments for rent or condos for sale???

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----

From: Harold Cope

To: City Council; Jim.Gold@scottsdalerepublic.com; Laurie.Roberts@scottsdalerepublic.com;
Lesley.Wright@scottsdalerepublic.com; Michael.Ryan@scottsdalerepublic.com

Sent: Sun May 21 04:36:12 2006

Subject: SkySong-Apartments for rent or condos for sale???

My guess is there will not be apartments for rent at SkySong but condos for
sale at a high price. I suspect there is, already, in place, a time line
project to sell condos providing a cash cow for whom???? Certainly not the
citizens of Scottsdale.

The first order of business will be to obtain approval from the Scottsdale
City Council to build 800 apartments. Once that approval 1s obtained an
announcement will be made to develop and sell the apartments as condos.

My projection is based on the following:

1. Developments in Tempe, Edgewater, Bridgeview, Onyx and Northshore
are selling condos for $500,000. to $2,000,000.;

2. The Camelview Condos across from Fashion Square are selling for
$500,000. upwards of $2,000,000.;

3. The intersection of Scottsdale Road and McDowell Road, location of
SkySong, will become the pivot point for a light rail system downtown
Phoenix-Scottsdale-ASU/Tempe; and

4. Based on the prices of the condos in Tempe and Camelview Scottsdale
SkySong condos could also go for $500,000. upwards of $2,000,000. bringing
in a conservative $600,000,000. to the developers.

The developers of SkySong claim the original agreement, signed by the
Scottsdale City Council, provided for 300 plus apartments at SkySong. Some
members of the city council have indicated that was not their understanding,

I believe the Scottsdale City Council should consider the following before
approving any changes to the original agreement:

1. Approving 800 residential units for SkySong could mean 3,000 or
more residents and 1600 vehicles. Where would 1600 vehicles be parked?;

2. Obtain input from the residents of the area;

3. Enforce the current agreement as is;

4. Approve apartments with deed restrictions and explicit agreements
that should the apartments ever be converted to condos for sale then

Scottsdale should be, upfront, reimbursed for it's total investment in
SkySong with reasonable interest and no tax breaks for &£kySong; or

1




5. Approve condo development for SkySong with Scottsdale being totally
reimbursed, up front, for it's investment in SkySong and no tax breaks.

Harold D. Cope

8225 east plaza Avenue
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250
1-480-949-2694
deanbetty@msn.com

Express yourself instantly with MSN Messenger! Download today - it's FREE!
http://messenger.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200471lave/direct/01/
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King, Kristi

From: jprsh [jprsh@cox.net]

Sent:  Thursday, May 18, 2006 5:31 PM
To: Gawf, Ed

Subject: you've screwed it up

Ed, Lord almighty where if at all present is everyone's mind gone off to??

And why in heavens name did we even bother to sit down with Steve and Susan?? Nancy is every bit as p---ed
of right now as | am. And | am indeed red without the need for war paint.

And which insane person put out an all hands call via Shannon Wallace for a "you all come" on May 31st for a
discussion of how the new SkySong is going to have housing on it?

If I didn't know better | would think this was your idea-but | just can't see you putting this kind of loaded canncn to
your head. And the plant pieces in the YTrib are not going to sooth these troubled waters but will indeed create a
mighty stormy sea.

This is/was/and is indeed the wrong moves, and as for a all hands talk the wrong move, wrong venue, wrong
idea and a great way to start WW3. Sadly me thinks "you all ain't seen nothing yet" on this issue.

Moses wouldn't even have tried to part this sea-G-d or no G-d and this can of worms is going to explode on all of
you, mark my words and pity the ASUF and all of the let us reason together stuff at this point. Rita

06/01/2006




Roderique, David

From: Manross, Mary

Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2006 4:10 PM
To: Dolan, Jan; Roderique, David
Subject: FW: Elections

————— Original Message----—-

From: f8713Raol.com [mailto:£f8713C@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2006 6:34 AM

To: City Council

Subject: Elections

"Voters apparently decided to shake up the city's leadership by handing
Councilman Bob Littlefield a close victory in Tuesday's runoff election
over Councilman Kevin Osterman.”

Well, it appears that Manross could not pull this one out of her hat
and it is a hopefull sign that residents are tired and disgusted with
how the city acts to many things, especially when it comes to
development issues and wasting our tax dollars.

Lets remember that when people start trying to decide what they should
vote for when it comes to residential on Sky Song, our inpat was
ignored in the building designs which looks like crap and we now have
this big pair of diapers that will float over the site.

Residents made it clear we wanted no residential on the site as well as
other certain types of businesses and we got them in that leass the
city passed, we expect the council to honor our requests and not allow
residentail on the site.

Mike



Page 1 of 1

Roderique, David

From: Manross, Mary
Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2006 4:06 PM
To: Dolan, Jan; Roderique, David

Subject: FW: A wake up vote
Importance: High

From: John W. Greco [mailto:jgreco22@cox.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2006 6:31 AM

To: Arizona Republic

Cc: City Council

Subject: A wake up vote

Importance: High

Editor: The re-election of Bob Littlefield sends a message to Mayor Manross and the rest of
the Council that business as usual is not acceptable to many voters. That same message was
contained in the Proposition 402 vote where approximately 7,700 voters said no to what
should have and could have been a nearly unanimous yes vote. City Hall needs to mend its
ways.

Big budget supplements to the private sector, as well as to partnerships such as SkySong,
become perceived as give-a-ways unless there is a clear win that can be communicated to
and accepted by Scottsdale voters. Voters want accountability. They want important issues
dealt with openly and reasonably. That's the message sent by the voters. The Mayor and
Council need to pay closer attention and do a better job.

John W Greco
Scottsdale, AZ

NS /NE/NNNA



Roderique, David

From: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2006 1:56 PM

To: Roderique, David

Subject: FW: OK, Now that the Election is over can we please get down to business?
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Due By: Friday, May 19, 2006 12:25 PM

Flag Status: Flagged

Jan Dolan

City Manager

3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
480.312.2422
www.ScottsdaleAZ.gov

————— Original Message-—----

From: Manross, Mary

Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2006 12:25 PM

To: Dolan, Jan

Cc: Gawf, Ed

Subject: Fw: OK, Now that the Election is over can we please get down to
business?

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----

From: £8713@aol.com

To: jprsh@cox.net; nancyanncantor@cox.net; City Council

CC: redbirdranch@earthlink.net; SAMW1222Raol.com; laurie.roberts@scottsdalerepublic.com;
fixscottsdale@hotmail.com; JDerouin@steptoe.com; AZPFREwebtv.net; NnesvigdsccRaol.com;
lwhitehead@cox.net; Dap0804Gacl.com

Sent: Thu May 18 11:44:09 2006

Subject: Re: OK, Now that the Election is over can we please get down to business?

Well Rita, here is my last input into this issue.

When I converted the city GIF. file to my memory stick and then
converted it to a word documment I have come up 12 pages short of the
original city version and parts of language are missing from all over
it. I have since gone back to my original version of the city and can
find nothing related to housing period.

I am not going to get involved in this anylonger because staff has no
planning for the area nor do they give a crap about the residents of
the area and soon they will turn it into the same mess as downtown
because all Dolan and staff can do is piece meal this city to death.
They will submit there recomendation to the council and the council
will blindly follow staff other than maybe Betty and Tony.

Dropping over 1200 residents into the area and maybe even more in the
future, in the already dense community settings the Southern Section of
the city has is shear madness and will result in ramifications to all

1




of us who live near the site. We are already seeing the site plans,
center character, and the scope cf what this project was supposed to be
balloon out of control and out of whack.

Maybe after the project obtains more criticism like it has already
recieved from the architecture and the diapers floating in the air, the
city may understand or get a clue as to what we have been talking
about, but by then the site will have already gotten out of control of
what we were told and what was actually planned.

I am going on vacation......... LOL
Mike

————— Original Message——-—--

From: Jjprsh <jprsh@cox.net>

To: nancy cantor <nancyanncantor@cox.net>; f8713@aol.com;
CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov

Cc: redbirdranch@earthlink.net; SAMW1222@aocl.com;
laurie.roberts@scottsdalerepublic.com; fixsccttsdale@hotmail.com;
JDercuin@steptoe.com; AZPFR@webtv.net; Nnesvigdscc@aol.com;
lwhitehead@cox.net; Dap0804Racl.com

Sent: Thu, 18 May 2006 10:55:C6 -070C0

Subject: OK, Now that the Election is over can we please get down to
business?

Dear Nancy,

Amen! dear sister in voice.

It sure gets (as you know) cold being the only canary in the mine that
gets printed on SkySong objections and being accused by some of folding
the gun into storage after one barrage.

T know that you know better Nancy, although everyone else doesn't.

Why? Well we still need that AdHoc Meeting sworn to occuar this week
and has not come to fruition. I still need answers to the phrase"it's
in the lease"-not! and not so until and unless the city Kiva group
change the rules.

I know I am still a hard head on this issue and if I were from
Missouri it would be "show me" time. I have not yet found in the lease
papers, in vivid 'BLACK & WHITE", but only by inference. It isn't even
that Susan and Steve were unreasconable in their approach to us last
weekend, but the SkySong people still haven't been consulted nor the
neighbors who surround the area, as to what is a consensus on the
changes, and to dog a point to death, it still isn't in the lease!

I am not saying that some rental of reasonable rate would not have a
place around here-but don't see any guarantees oOr warranties that spell
it out either in the on site or off site projects being waved around.
And I don't have to live below McDowell to know that the neighborhood
isn't yet in the loop on any of this.

Nor do I see or hear potential overcrowding of the area streets being
addressed yet, nor any cooperative effort to fulfill the wvision of the
AdHoc Group of community working together with the city to assure among
other things the interconnection of the area to the green belt as being
a priority and being dedicated per say by all participants and on paper
for walkers, bike riders, etc.

What the heck ever happened to words like sustainable, affordable, set
asides, caring, partnerships, livability, welcoming, inclusionary,
being part of a larger neighborhood and on and on in adfinitum.

Shucks, I do understand what the folks on the Los Arcos Crossing were
talking about just as I do understand the Foundations need to create a
more complete package offering to potential lessees (and by the way
isn't the city paying for the surface parking-yes or no? and for
heavens sake when do we start working this as it should ke and NOT as
specific groups "want it to be" and blast the needs and concerns of
those not within their vision circles?

Sorry to unload and it has definitely been a side show morning and was
up way too late last night sguinting at lines of type on documents and
vision plans. Rita

2



PS: If any of you have input would be glad to hear it.

—————— Original Message —-—----

From: nancy cantor

To: f8713Q@aol.com ; CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov

Cc: redbirdranch@earthlink.net ; SAMW1222@aol.com ;
laurie.roberts@scottsdalerepublic.com ; fixscottsdale@hotmail.com
JDerouin@steptoe.com ; AZPFR@webtv.net ; Nnesvigidscclfaol.com ;
jprsh@cox.net ; lwhitehead@cox.net ; Dap0804Racl.com

Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2006 10:12 AM

Subject: Re: Election results

’

MICHAEL!!!!

No sitting back! If we want redevelopment, I think it is obvious, we
need to be up front, out there and talking, talking, talking. We can
only hope that all of the electeds understand this and the doors at
City Hall will at least be unlocked.

Hopefully, they will feel free to initiate dialogue and not think
because we aren't the first ones on the phone, the email or the Kiva
floor, that everything is A-OK.

Smart Growth revisions have just taken place and Scottsdale had
representation at the table. We need to know what was discussed and how
it applies to Scottsdale.

The Village concept needs to be seriously examined, NOW. That will
help the community voice to be heard and perhaps solve problems that
tend to go unnoticed.

If we are going to solve prcblems we need to be able to create new
ways to deal with them.

YOU CAN'T SIT DOWN..... I CAN'T SIT DOWN....UP..UP..UP..GOT WORK TO DO

Nancy

---- f8713Raocl.com wrote:

>Well Kevin, I cannot say I am sad to see you go however you made more
>enemies than you did friends with us so called vigilanties and it took
>a _ot of help to get your votes where they ended up. Your still a good
>person, just not a good council candidate.

>

>Now we have a council that is not so willing to just ignore residentail
>concerns about planning and development and we hope we see the new
>council make up listen to the residents and the first test will be
>"will you or will you not allow residential in what was always billed
>as a research center, not a housing complex". We hope you will start to
>really understand the effects of slamming all these people into the
>city core with no planning for the impacts such as the issue again with
>the city and ASU proposing the possability c¢f dumping over 1200
>residents into our neigborhoods before you even complete the
>transportation master plan.

>

>We hope Betty can feel free enough now to start talking about the
>village planning committee and possibly get the council %o understand
>the need for another look into the way outdated and useless "downtown
>plan™.

>

>Maybe we can get enough of you to now realize the issue of the downtown
>bars and quality over quantity approach to maintaining an active night
>life for downtown.

>

>Yep, we also hope you can control the "silly" spending in this city and
>outlaw round abouts, who knows, maybe you can even put the clamps on

3



>Dolan and O'Conner and some of their misguided plans for the city.

>

>What I really hope is that many of us vigllanties can now breath a sigh
>of relief and trust the new council make up to start making the right
>choices and we can all take a rest from having to come down to city
>hall to gripe to you about things...

>

>Ahhhh, the thought of a vacation from the city overwhelms me.....

>

>Regards and good luck,

>

>Mike Merrill



Roderique, David

From: Keagy, Raun

Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2006 12:57 PM
To: Stewart, Harold

Cc: Roderique, David; Gawf, Ed; King, Kristi
Subject: RE: Nancy Cantor

Hi Harold,

The NOV was issued to C & H PROPERTIES I LL.C, the owners of record for the Bashas site.

It appears that Nancy may have combined the "wrecked vehicle " issue on the fenced storage area with the
"trash & debris" issue on the Bashas site.

Our Inspector also did not note any "potential fire hazards."

So, let's let the NOV on the Bashas site run its course and if you contact Heard for the wrecked vehicle and the
trash outside their fence I think we are good to go.

I called Nancy to make sure we are all on the same page--and we are!

Thanks, Raun

From: Stewart, Harold

Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2006 12:31 PM
To: Keagy, Raun

Cc: Roderique, David; Gawf, Ed
Subject: RE: Nancy Cantor

Raun -

Was the 10 day notice issued to Heard or to the Basha's owner?

| drove by the storage area late this morning and stuck my head over the fence. | did see the one wrecked vehicle - a Jeep.
The trash that | saw was either on the Los Arcos Crossing property or in the case of east side of the fenced car storage area
appeared to have been dumped at the site. The trash on the eastside look like a wooden drawer and other retail business
throwaways.

As far as Ms. Cantor's note about fire hazards, | didn't see anything connected with Heard or along the fence that appeared to
be a concentration of materials that might be a fire hazard. The fencing is surrounded for the most part by oleanders which
appear to be green and thriving. | didn't see much n the way of dead plants. If the inspector, did let me know. I'm not sure
where she saw a concentration of weeds, at least on or around the Heard storage area.

| can contact Howard Herman at Heard Chevrolet and ask him to remove the wrecked Jeep and have his maintenance staff go
around the outside of the fence to pick up trash.

Harold

From: Keagy, Raun
Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2006 11:02 AM



To: Roderique, David; Stewart, Harold; Gawf, Ed
Cc: King, Kristi
Subject: RE: Nancy Cantor

We have already issued a 10 day NOV on 5/9/06 for trash, debris, boxes and weeds for the area directly
behind Bashas.

The Inspector just went by the property to the south (the holding area for the vehicles) and there is one
obviously wrecked vehicle that is visible from the street (along with the new vehicles).

Harold, do you want to contact Heard regarding the wrecked vehicle?

Raun

From: King, Kristi

Sent: Wednesday, May 17, 2006 10:15 AM
To: Keagy, Raun; Roderique, David
Subject: Nancy Cantor

Nancy called this morning regarding the Heard Chevrolet cars parked behind Basha's on McDowell. She said there are
new cars, wrecked cars, weeds and potential fire hazards and it appears no one is looking after this area.

Raun - Ed asked that you check this out for code violations etc.

Dave - Ed asked that you call Heard Chevrolet for any information you can get on this situation...
and please let Ed know of your findings...

thanks!

Kristi

ps: Nancy's number is 480-516-4666 in case you need to call her...




Roderique, David

From: nancy cantor [nancyanncantor@cox.net]

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2006 2:40 PM

To: Roderique, David

Subject: RE: Re SkySong and Los Arcos Crossing

Thank you David....... I appreciate the info and I will check the website you have given me

plenty to work with.
Nancy

---- "Roderique wrote:

> Nency --

> I can get you a copy of the lease if you don't already have one, or you can pull it off the
City's website.

>

> Unfortunately there really isn't clarity regarding the residesntial issue. T think both sides
could make compelling arguments either for or against, bas=d on the language in the lease.
Obviously I'm not an attorney, but some of the specific language (with my comments in
parenthesis) includes:

>
> 3.1(b) Permitted Use. Subject to limitations set forth in the Center Criteria (basically the
language about the center's overall character), and further subject to the limitations set forth

in Section 3.1(d) below (basically the list of non-desirable uses like pawn shops, adult uses,
check cashing), Tenant shall be entitled to use the Premises fcr any retail, office, or other
use permitted by applicable laws, including, without limitation, the applicable zoning
classification of the Premises (while residential is not specifically spelled out, it is a
permitted use in the zoning)

>

> 3.1(c) Qualifying Use. It is the current intent of Landlord and Tenant that the Center, when
fully constructed, contain 1,200,000 sg.ft. cf subleasable area under roof (it doesn't

specifically say you can't have more than 1.2 mil. sqg.ft. -- the intent of the residential is to
have that in addition to the 1.2 mil. sqg.ft.)
>

> same section: Landlord acknowledges and agrees that to maintain the Center's Character it is
not necessary that there be any specific number or kind of Qualifying Subtenants, or that
Qualifying Subtenants occupy any specific amcunt of leasable space within any building (except
the first building in Phase One), or that a particular building have Qualifying Subtenants
(sounds like not all of the complex needs to have the technology focus, and that even an entire
building can be non-gualifying uses).
>
> Bottom line is that there is no clear cut answer in the lease, which is why staff feels that
this question needs to go to Council for a decision.
>
> As for Los Arcos Crossing, I'm glad you are getting together with Rick to talk about this. He
has explored a number of concepts for that site (which he has under contract but does not own
yet). We have stressed that the neighborhood is really looking for retail services, and he has
explored that option. Tt looks like, however, that all retail won't pencil, and so he's
probably going to have to go with a mixed use concept. 1I'll ke interested in hearing your
feedback after you meet with him.
>

Hope this helps. Give me a call if you'd like to talk Zurther. Dave

>

>

>

> Dave Roderique

> Economic Vitality General Manager
> City of Scottsdale

> 7447 E. Indian School Rd., Suite 200
> Scottsdale, AZ 85251

> 480-312-7601

> droderique@scottsdaleaz.gov

>
>




> ————- Original Message-----

> From: nancy cantor [mailto:nancyanncantor@cox.net]

> Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2006 2:40 AM

> To: Roderigue, David

> Cc: Jjprsh@cox.net; f8713Raol.com

> Subject: Re SkySong and Los Arcos Crossing

>

>

> David!

>

> I am sure you are getting your share of phone calls and emails re the commercial side of the
SkySong and Los Arcos Crossing redevelopment projects.

Vv

> Like Mike, I want clarity on that lease re multifamily housing - would really like to see the
actual document.

>

> What I am very concerned about are the propose/persued retail tenants that have been
communicated with and how you all are working with the SkySong team to bring business > rn.

>

> Tcmorrow, Wed., Rita and I are meeting with the PDG America, Inc. people to discuss their
project. What can you tell us so far so we are prepared?

>

> We really want to get this whole thing right so that the flow from Scottsdale Rd. to the
Greenbelt is the best possible. AND so that the needs of the community are addressed.

>

> Nancy

> (480)516-4666 cell

> (602)254-5299 office - feel free



King_], Kristi

From: Ekblaw, Kroy

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2006 1:46 PM
To: John Anderson (E-mail)

Cc: Gawf, Ed

Subject: Skysong residential facts

John,

The following are some very simple key points regarding what the developer is doing and will need
pursue to allow residential units on the site:

The developer of Skysong has begun discussions with the city to explore the feasibility of
including residential units with the first 320,000 square feet of office/retail development.

No application has been filed with the city to begin the process.

The zoning for the project allows residential, however the ground lease will need to be
amended to allow the residential units.

To build the units, the developer will need to receive City Council approval for the ground
lease and will need Development Review board approval for the design of the site plan and
elevations.

The developer will host a public open house in the next 14-21 days and will address questions
regarding the site design, etc.

Any submittal for amending the ground lease will require City Council approval and will occur
in a public hearing.

Any submittal for the site and building design will require Development Review Board approval
and will occur in a public hearing.

| will call you in a few minutes, and please let me know if you have any questions, Thanks,

Kroy S. Ekblaw

Executive Assistant for Strategic Projects
City of Scottsdale

(480) 312-7064 - Office




Roderique, David

From: nancy cantor [nancyanncantor@cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2006 9:40 AM

To: Roderique, David

Cc: jprsh@cox.net; f8713@aol.com
Subject: Re SkySong and Los Arcos Crossing
David!

I am sure you are getting your share of phone calls and emails re the commercial side of the
SkySong and Los Arcos Crossing redevelopment projects.

Like Mike, I want clarity on that lease re multifamily housing - would really like to see the
actual document.

What I am very concerned about are the propose/persued retail Tenants that have been
communicated with and how you all are working with the SkySong team to bring business in.

Tomorrow, Wed., Rita and I are meeting with the PDG America, Inc. people to discuss their
project. What can you tell us so far so we are prepared?

We really want to get this whole thing right so that the flow from Scottsdale Rd. to the
Greenbelt is the best possible. AND so that the needs of the community are addressed.

Nancy
(480)516-4666 cell
(602)254-5299 office -~ feel free
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King, Kristi

From: jprsh [jprsh@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, May 15, 2006 12:10 PM
To: Gawf, Ed

Cc: Nancy Ann Cantor

Subject: When and where??

Ed,

Both Don C and Steve Evans & Susan BitterSmith stated that the adhoc committee is going to be called together
this coming week.

So when and where since the SkySong mess needs , as both Nancy and | have informed them and Susan this
past weekend that, the issue needs very prompt dealing with-meaning all but immediately, please.

There has already been way too much misinformation and misstepping going on this past week or so to keep us
all putting out fires any longer. 1 don't knowwho started the rumor mill, though | do now have some suspitions as
to whom and why, but that having been said and the SkySong Site, | hope is now being corrected as it only added
fuel to the prarie fire, iets get at this now.

Rita

06/01/2006




Roderique, David

From: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Monday, May 15, 2006 11:52 AM
To: Roderique, David

Subject: FW: Good Morning

Jan Dolan

City Manager

3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
480.312.2422

www. ScottsdaleAZ.gov

—————— Original Message-----—

From: Dap0804Rzocl.com [mailto:Dap0804@aocl.com]

Sent: Monday, May 15, 2006 11:44 AM

To: Manross, Mary; Drake, Betty; Ecton, Wayne; Lane, Jim; Littlefield,
Robert; McCullagh, Ron; Osterman, Kevin; Dolan, Jan; Gawf, Ed;
redbirdranch@earthlink.net

Subject: Good Morning

I am totality bummed out on hearing all the apartments in Los Arcos. Next
hearing that Los Arcos Crossing wants to put in housing (apartments, Lofts)
whatever. If you OK these ideas you will be throwing a possible 1600 people in
Los Arcos and God knows how many in Los Arcos Crossing. Where in heavens name
are we going to shop??? I guess Good Will, Salvation Army, Boys and Girls
Thr:ft shop. I thought the RFP in 1997 was for Retail, Retail, Retail. Just
means we will have to go out of town and use Gas and give out tax money to other
areas. Darlene Petersen
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Roderique, David

From: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Monday, May 15, 2006 10:18 AM

To: Roderique, David; Gawf, Ed

Subject: FW: As reported by Casey Newton, Mixed used planned for Los Arcos Crossing

Jan Dolan

City Manager

3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
480.312.2422
www.ScottsdaleAZ.gov

From: F8713@aol.com [mailto:F8713@aol.com]

Sent: Sunday, May 14, 2006 3:02 PM

To: nancyanncantor@cox.net; Drake, Betty; Lane, Jim; casey.newton@scottsdalerepublic.com; McCullagh, Ron; Littlefield,
Robert; Ecton, Wayne; Osterman, Kevin; Dolan, Jan

Cc: laurie.roberts@scottsdalerepublic.com; jprsh@cox.net; mike.ryan@pni.com; Dap0804@aol.com;
fixscottsdale@hotmail.com

Subject: Re: As reported by Casey Newton, Mixed used planned for Los Arcos Crossing

Dear Mrs. Cantor,

Please note my remarks in Blue, short on time but felt the need to respond.

In a message dated 5/13/2006 6:52:38 P.M. US Mountain Standard Time, nancyanncantor@cox.net writes:

Well, Mike and all: 1 have just left a meeting with Steve Evans of the ASU Foundation that he requested due to the
inforamtion that has been printed in the newspapers this last week |

Rita Saunders-Hawranek and | have seen the plans, the proposal and all of the original agreements with the City and
he was kind of enough to provide us with copies of all statements from City Council meetings and work
studies.Good, | want to see the copies you have and compare them with mine.

Right now it appears that the news stories were inaccurate and due to someone "leaking" the information, it appears
that the Ad Hoc Committee does have a meeting with the ASU Foundation scheduled before any of this goes to
Council for a decision. So we jumped the gun on the secrecy issue.Personally | believe you are wrong about
"jumping the Gun". Why is there a need for "secrecy” in any of this? Why would you go to the Ad-Hoc group
without already making it clear the public was invited to any and all meetings? You know | have a HUGE
distrust of our city staff and even the council on these issues.

The request is for 325 apartments at market rate proposed, one, two and three bedroom up to 1,200 sq. ft. Not priced
out of reach like the McDowell Village. It does have to be approved by Council. Again Nancy you miss the point.
There is a reason that the lease contained uses that were not allowed, and one of those happens to be
residential and for the obvious reason we did not want it there according to what was supposed to being
built there. The plan was for residential to surround the site, not be on it and is what the residents requested,
period. You asked for our involvement and we did that and the un acceptable uses are clearly listed by those
requests from the Community. Are residents now supposed to say, okay, | guess we have to live with it as
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usual?

The web site that we have all been going to SkySongCenter.com, is very inaccurate in depicting the residential sites. THAT
WILL BE CORRECTED.

The 800 units is the cap for residential. One building of Phase | of the tech building sites is 80% leased and building
two of Phase | is 33%leased. Announcements regarding that will be coming soon.Really, then why is there still two
sections of red in the plans that are the same color being used for residential showing up on other sections
of the plans like directly across from the 800 units. Here is another little problem that we do not want to see
that the city has done Downtown. You have 800 going up on site (if it passes a referendum) and you have
another 425 on the other side in an already densly populated area. So, how much more impact do we see to
the community streets and McDowell? Matter of fact, how much more impact do we see to the residential
communities period and please consider this question over the span over say 10 years. You know as well as
I do that residents have not been supportive of more people moving into the area when this whole plan
started going and we sure as hell don't want huge increases in residential like the city did Downtown with no
planning. The fact that the area is still under a redevelopment deisgnation has people already wondering
about how the city will be acting since we have people like Manross and Osterman who support using
Condemnation for redevelopment because they are ignorant in the area of redeveloping.

Retail is going to be coming along very soon, but they first needed to get the tech building leased. Then it would be a good
Ideal to not piss us off with trying to change the lease that residents supported under what was to be banned. Some
people need to play by the rules because if they do not residents still have the power to bring this to a sreeching halt
regarding housing.

Susan Bitter-Smith has been asked to help with the outreach on this and | have given her many of your names and
numbers to contact so that you are always in the loop.

Since the Nesvig issue, does anyone really think this is a good idea? Sorry, but | have big distrust problems
with this group anymore.

| know that it is important to get back to you all in a timely manner and you know that | don't believe that "silence is
golden." If you have any questions send them along. If { don't have the answers, | will tell you so and then try to get
the info that you need./ have no problem with time and to tell you the truth | am not going to just sit around as
the residents spoke on the issue of Housing on the site and we were okay with the hotel issue, but we are
never going to accept housing. Bottom line and end of story, we got involved, we made our request, the city
placed it in the lease and that is the way it will remain unless the city and ASU want to take the entire lease
issue back for a referendum. Sorry dear, we put a plan together and that is the plan and | remind you with the
Los Arcos Crossing issue now on the table, the plans we started with our working and we just need to stay
the course that was discussed.

(05/26/2006
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are happy, then

> why is the city and ASU stirring up a hornets nest with the community?

>

> There has to be some kind of financial back door, behind the scenes, in

> closed room reason for the city and ASU to be willing to tick off residents to
> the point they are when there is already progress for what was thought would
> happen for the area.

>

> Thanks Casey, as usual you help shed light on things that others refuse o
> let residents know about, good job.

>

> There is definitely something seriously wrong with what is happening here
> regarding Sky Swamp and | smell me a RAT in this deal somewhere.

>

> Regards,

> Mike Merrill

05/26/2006
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King, Kristi

From: jprsh [jprsh@cox.net]

Sent:  Friday, May 12, 2006 1:20 PM
To: Don Couvillion

Cc: Gawf, Ed; Dolan, Jan
Subject: Fw: Sky Sqwak

Don, Am forwarding this to you so that you can get the "timber" of community response on this issue at this point
and to Ed and Jan as well. There will be nothing but emnity over this request for change on site at this point in
time if a meeting of the minds is not instituted and | do mean yesterday.

I am not one to threaten and, as you should know, am not unwilling for this issue to be fully vetted. The ball is
now in your court, Ms.Michaels not withstanding,

Sadly Nancy's is not the only mailbox to be overburdened with emails these past few days.

Time is running and with the election coming this Tuesday anger will likely change folks attitudes and mayhaps
this is a time when the southside may actually get out and vote and not, | fear, for doing much yessing on this
issue or spending either.

Rita

----- Original Message -----

From: nancy cantor

To: JPRSH@COX.NET

Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 9:29 AM

Subject: Sky Sqwak

¢ Are you really awake???? Hm-m-mill I am at work.....®

I have been thinking about Mr. Couvillion last night, and read all of the
articles in the news this morning.& If you talk to him this morning or
today, please make it clear that if the Ad Hoc members are confused and
unclear and suspicious regarding SkySqwak, then certainly they can
understand how the rest of the community feels.

After reading Mr. Evans comments in the morning Scottsdale Republic, and
those of Ms Harper of Higgins, they are building a great deal of
resentment within the community by:

* the way they are communicating their intentions,
* lack of communication with the Ad Hoc committe to begin with

* not addressing the development of the retail (so important to the
neighborhood)/commercial/office space provisions of the agreement they
have made with the community, not just Council and Mayor. Dodging the
language that calls for the development of 1 million sq. ft. of commercial

06/01/2006
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space before development of residential is not dealing in good faith.

* by placing a residential development at a point on the site that most of
the neighborhood would have objected to to begin with due to the
proximity of an 800 unit structure so close to the homes south of the site
(doing this alone with out discussion is a real slap at residents)

I dare say they should have contact information on all of us and the Ad
Hoc should have been the first group to go to, because they have changed
the use of the site for the parking structure as we all viewed it on display
at the James Hotel and through the series of meetings at the Design
Center.

You can tell them that the neighborhood does feel betrayed. This is not a
regular partnership for City, residents and ASU, at least not from the
perspective of citizens. This sits on a higher plain for two reasons. One we
all respect education and the advances that take place daily. Secondly,
this has been a long difficult ordeal for residents lasting at least 9 years.
Nothing having to do with revitalization has been handled clearly or with
conviction until 2004, and at that the timelines are extended.

To be sure, since the redevelopment of the housing for the McDowell
Village site was botched as to affordability and green building, people are
digging in their heels and are mistrusting to begin with.

Feel free to print this out and hand it to him, or forward it to him,
whatever.

If they want the 836 emails that I have received so far to date, I can
provide them, but it might ruin their weekend. .. .. 3

Later,

Nancy

06/01/2006
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King, Kristi

From: Stockwell, Brent

Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 11:42 AM
To: Gawf, Ed

Subiject: skysong

Regarding SkySong, the proposal for residential development is in addition to the 1.2 million square feet of
office/research/retail uses already approved on the site. The proposed residential development would not replace
or remove any portion of the research-oriented development on the site. Residential uses are allowed under the
zoning for the 42 acre site, however, the lease required any proposals for residential development to come back
to the City Council for approval to ensure the research and office components would be built first. The proposal
will require an amendment to the approved SkySong development Master Plan. There will be public hearings by
the Development Review Board and the City Council.

06/01/2006




Gawf, Ed

From: gcknowlton@cox.net

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 11:29 PM

To: jprsh; Gawf, Ed

Cc: Andrea Michaels; Paul Burns; margaret dunn; James Cramer; Margaret; Kurt Merschman;
Marilyn Armstrong; Steve Steinberg; George Adams

Subject: Re: SkySong Input meeting

Importance: High

I most definitely want to be included in this meeting. I'm off Monday's but don't get off
work until 5:30 Tue-Fri so a later time would be better on those days.

George Knowlton

"The size, scope and purposes of our government are no longer anchored in and limited by
our Constitution. For conservatives who want to restore limited government, their first
order of business is to restore the authority of the Constitution's original intent."”
--Tom Krannawitter

-—~- jprsh <jprshlcox.net> wrote:
Ed,

Do believe after multiple conversations these past few days, that we're
going to take you up on your reguest to "pow wow” with a now guite
irritated
and angered group of hornets stirred by this latest twist in the wind of
"apartments already on the SkySong Site" and "request for amending lease
and
other documents already approved by the cities various departments and
commissions".
The meeting must be in the Kiva Conference Room or Design Studio to afford
sufficient space for the various participants and the AdHoc Citizens
Committee re:LosArcos Project, as well as the steering committee of the
Scottsale Coalition, must be allowed to attend and that includes Darlene
Peterson if she wants and other citizen groups and people who want to
attend. And with certainty Darlene does want a seat at this table.
I expect we will find a number of opinions and options expressed in such a
discussion and this is the right time to get a pulse and a concensus 1f one
is to be found.
We can all meet fter 2:30 any afterncon or in the evening 5:ish and for many
of our various people who work that may 1likely be best..... Thursday this
week and next is out of the question for me, Friday after noon time works
and is OK for both Nancy and me. Co-ordinating this is up to you and your
staff and the sooner the better.
Please, take it from there. We could do a Monday/Tuesday though we might
butt heads with the Council due to time, so that might not be a great day to
ingather all the participants.
We also need to do this as soon as possible since it appears this train
already has wheels of it's own and is running on another and entirely
indipendent of "the population at interest” train system.
Thank you,
Rita Saunders-Hawranek

VVVVVVVVVVVYVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVYVVVYVVYVY
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King, Kristi

From: Lusardi, John

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 6:11 PM

To: Gawi, Ed; Ekblaw, Kroy; Gray, Frank; Grant, Randy
Cc: Galav, Lusia; Cummins, Mac; Conner, Tim

Subject: FW: Skysong Residential planning & design comments
Ed,

Attached are planning staff's comments on the preliminary site plan and elevations for the proposed residential
development.
We have reviewed them with Kroy, and they contain his suggestions and additions.

Kroy also has copies of the two documents that are referenced in the review comments.
Let us know if you need any additional material or staff for the meetings.

Thank you
John

06/01/2006



Planning & Design Review Comments List for Phase 3 Skysong — Residential

Preliminary Planning Comments:

With the recent addition of a residential component to the developer’s proposal for the
ASUF SkySong project, the city recommends the following comprehensive planning
items be addressed as part of the development review application:

1. Demonstrate how this project responds to the Design Guidelines and
Development Framework for the ASU-Scottsdale Center for New Technology and
Innovation and the Surrounding Area. Specifically, show how the project
(including the newly proposed residential component) achieves the vision and
guiding principles (pages 10-12) of the guidelines document? The response
should include a project narrative and graphics illustrating how the project
supports the guidelines’ intent.

2. Provide a comprehensive site plan that includes phases I and II of the project as
well as the newly proposed Phase 1II residential housing and parking structures.
The site plan should clearly illustrate all circulation elements (pedestrian, bicycle,
vehicular and transit) both internally and externally to the site. Additionally, the
site plan should address the proposed building relationships between all three
phases of the project as well as the building relationships to the surrounding area
(residential neighborhoods to the south, future cornmercial area to the east etc.).
Items of note to be addressed:

a. Garage access/ingress/egress.

b. Issues associated with cut-through traffic through surrounding residential
neighborhoods.

c. Pedestrian, bicycle and transit linkages through the site and to key local
and regional destinations.

d. Sensitive design that takes into account the pedestrian environment to,
through, in and on the site.

e. Since Phase III introduces a new residential component to the project site,
the design of the residential buildings should incorporate elements that
correlate back to the broader south Scottsdale residential
architectural/design vernacular.

3. Demonstrate the community benefit that this project provides to balance the
development incentives of the PCD.

4. Describe and demonstrate how this proposed residential product in the mixed use
campus supports the sustainability, innovation, and technology development goals
of the overall project.

5. Public Art?
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Preliminary Planning & Design Comments
Skysong Phase 3 — Residential

May 10, 2006

Preliminary Design Review Comments May 10, 2006:

Due to the limited amount of information provided (1- elevation, 1- perspective, & 1- 1*
floor site plan) to staff for review the following comments should be considered as
preliminary and not comprehensive.

Context & Site Issues:

1. The land use and intensity appears quite different than the initially proposed
conceptual zoning plan. Has the developer considered adjusting the minimum site
standards such as pedestrian ways, building step backs (human scale) and other
site related connectivity elements to be more geared to residential comfort and
character?

2. Tllustrate the following qualitative issues:

a.

b.

Pedestrian scale along architectural facades adjacent to pedestrian
walkways.

Appropriate widths of pedestrian walkways in combination to structured
and landscape shade. Illustrated levels of walkways and treatments
representing the various hierarchal importances of the routes.

Quality spaces for transitional pedestrian nodes at appropriate and
important locations of arrival and decision points along pedestrian routes.
Illustrate the elements that will assure that the Paseo area (between office
and proposed residential buildings) will be a quality pedestrian space
rather that become a service alley in character.

Massing, Context, and Composition:

3. South & 74" St. Edge: The edges along the southern boundary and 74™ Street are

seen as extremely important to the overall success of this proposal especially in
terms of transition to and relationship with the adjacent neighborhood. The
following issues should be addressed:

Although the current design may have met the letter of the zoning set back
and step backs along the southern edge of the site, suggest reconsideration of
the design of the southern edge in regards to:

a.

Adequate base planting areas along building frontage to permit shade trees
(preferably double depth) of a scale to help break down the continuous
long and tall wall building mass along this pedestrian way and sensitive
site edge. -

Stepping the massing down and providing pedestrian scaled elements such
as low covered entry shade structures, intermittent covered sections of
walkways with arbors, arcades or other similar architectural forms.
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Preliminary Planning & Design Comments
Skysong Phase 3 — Residential

May 10, 2006
C.

Embracing stylized elements of the existing surrounding residential
neighborhood context such as roof forms (gable and or hip) masonry
detailing, fenestration proportion and styles etc.

Similar special attentjon to the 74™ street fagade should also be taken into
consideration as a transition from the residential neighborhoods to the
south in scale, form, contextual design elements, human scale, etc...If a
transition is desired towards the interior of the site it should be a
progressive one.

4. General Overall Massing Appearance:

a.

In addition to the above comments related to breaking or stepping down
the mass of the south elevation, similar comments should be considered on
all facades in relation to pedestrian comfort in terms of human scale.
Overall the outer massing might be improved greatly if the applicant will
consider breaking the mass down into what might appear as a series of
similar, yet different buildings. This should entail strong vertical and
horizontal massing changes, grouped (building) fenestration changes,
related yet different detail elements, materials, colors...etc

5. Other Architectural and Desien Elements of Concerns:

Scottsdale / Southwest Design Character? Address and explain how the
design will meet the Scottsdale Sensitive Design Principles 1,2,5,6,7, 8,
9,10, 11, 12, & 13.

The inverted shed roof forms are both troubling in context and functional
consideration.

Cantilevered masses and fenestration patterns over entries seem
uncomfortable from a logical and reasoning standpoint.

Elements such as the vertical fins and smaller canopies appear to be
applied or attached without much relationship to the overall design. These
seem to be more of a distraction than if deeply (12 or more) recessed
windows were used or other integrated architectural details were used such
as angling the windows in protective directions.

Much of the lower story elevations can not be judged in terms of overall
and detailed design composition due to the elevation and rendering’s use
of opaque trees. Submit both 2 & 3 dimensional drawings with and
without trees.

It appears that there are little or no private exterior balconies or terraces.
This seems to be negatively impacting the overall design. Along with
providing functional amenity spaces, these elements often also produce
interesting design features and rhythms.

End of preliminary design comments May 10, 2006
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King, Kristi

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Sure why not.

nancy cantor [nancyanncantor@cox.net]

Wednesday, May 10, 2006 3:02 PM

laurie.roberts @arizonarepublic.com; azsbird @ yahoo.com; Lane, Jim; sbsmith @azcable.org;
rob.melnick @ asu.edu; betzco @cox.net; Dap0804 @ aol.com; F8713@aol.com;

investigators @abc15.com; bob@flightskills.com; fixscottsdale @ hotmail.com;

Nnesvig4scc @aol.com; bpowell @ aztrib.com; GUARDBADENOCH @aim.com;
pharuff @ earthlink.net; barbaraespinosa@msn.com; AZ73@aol.com

iprsh@cox.net; City Council; Gawf, Ed; Dolan, Jan

Re: SKY Squawk

-——-— F8713@aol.com wrote:
> And I am going to play Linus and come behind her and give her the good swift
> kick she deserves...
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King, Kristi

From: F8713@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 2:54 PM

To: nancyanncantor @cox.net; laurie.roberts @arizonarepublic.com; azsbird @yahoo.com; Lane, Jim;
sbsmith @azcable.org; rob.melnick@asu.edu; betzco@cox.net; Dap0804 @aol.com;
bob @flightskills.com; investigators @ abc15.com; fixscottsdale @ hotmail.com;
Nnesvig4scc @aol.com; GUARDBADENOCH @ aim.com; bpowell@aztrib.com;
pharuff @ earthlink.net; barbaraespinosa@msn.com; AZ73@aol.com

Cc: iprsh@cox.net; City Council; Gawf, Ed; Dolan, Jan
Subject: Re: SKY Squawk

And | am going to play Linus and come behind her and give her the good swift kick she deserves...

05/10/2006
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King, Kristi

From: George Knowlton [fixscottsdale @ hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 2:28 PM

To: Dap0804 @ aol.com; nancyanncantor @cox.net; laurie.roberts @arizonarepublic.com;
azsbird@yahoo.com; Lane, Jim; sbsmith@azcable.org; rob.melnick @ asu.edu; betzco @cox.net;
F8713@aol.com; City Council; Investigators @ abc15.com; bob @flightskilis.com;
Nnesvig4scc @ aol.com; bpowell @aztrib.com; GUARDBADENOCH @aim.com;
pharuff @ earthlink.net; barbaraespinosa@msn.com; AZ73@aol.com

Cc: jprsh @cox.net; Gawf, Ed; Dolan, Jan
Subject: Re: SKY Squawk

It's true to the best of my knowledge and we've been "backdoored” so to speak.

From: Dap0804@aol.com v
To: nancyanncantor@cox.nel, laurie.roberts@arizonarepublic.corn, azsbird@yahoo.com, jlane@scoltsdaleaz.gov, sbsmith@azcable.org,
rob.melnick@asu.edu, betzco@cox.net, F8713@aol.com, CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov, Investigators@abcls.com, bob@flightskills.com,
fixscottsdale@hotmail.com, Nnesvig4scc@aol.com, bpowell@aztrib.com, GUARDBADENOCH®@aim.com, pharuff@earthiink.net,
barbaraespinosa@msn.com, AZ73@aol.com

CC: jprsh@cox.nel, egawf@scottsdaleaz.gov, jdolan@scottsdaleaz.gov, citycouncil@scoltsdaleaz.gov

Subject: Re: SKY Squawk

Date: Wed, 10 May 2006 16:48:28 EDT

MIME-Version: 1.0

Received: from imo-d04.mx.aol.com ([205.188.157.36]) by bay0-mc2-f7.bay0.hotmail.com with Microsoft SMTPSV({(6.0.3790.1830);
Wed, 10 May 2006 13:53:08 -0700 :

Received: from Dap0804@aol.comby imo-d04.mx.aol.com (mail_out_v38_r7.5.) id w.409.1745bb6 (57341);Wed, 10 May 2006 16:48:28
-0400 (EDT)

Is it true that Steve Evans is a developer of apartments and condo's . What

does that say if it is true. I feel like Charlie Brown. Darlene

05/10/2006



King_;, Kristi

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

nancy cantor [nancyanncantor @cox.net}

Wednesday, May 10, 2006 2:03 PM

laurie.roberts @arizonarepublic.com; azsbird@ yahoo.com; Lane, Jim; sbsmith@azcable.org;
rob.melnick @ asu.edu; betzco@cox.net; Dap0804 @ aol.com; F8713@aol.com;

bob @flightskills.com; Investigators @ abc15.com; fixscottsdale @ hotmail.com;

Nnesvigdscc @aol.com; GUARDBADENOCH @aim.com; bpowell @ aztrib.com;
pharuff @ earthlink.net; barbaraespinosa@msn.com; AZ73@aol.com

jprsh@cox.net; City Council; Gawf, Ed; Dolan, Jan

Re: SKY Squawk

And Mary is Lucy and just pulled the foothall away.

~—-- Dap0804@aocl.com wrote:
> Is it true that Steve Evans is a developer of apartments and condo's . What
> does that say if it is true. I feel like Charlie Brown. Darlene



King_;, Kristi

From: Dap0804 @aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 1:48 PM

To: nancyanncantor @cox.net; laurie.roberts @ arizonarepublic.com; azsbird@yahoo.com; Lane,
Jim; sbsmith@azcable.org; rob.melnick @asu.edu; betzco @cox.net; F8713@aol.com; City
Council; Investigators@abc15.com; bob @flightskills.com; fixscottsdale @ hotmail.com;
Nnesvig4scc @aol.com; bpowell @aztrib.com; GUARDBADENOCH @aim.com;
pharuff @ earthlink.net; barbaraespinosa@msn.com; AZ73@aol.com

Cc: jprsh@cox.net; Gawf, Ed; Dolan, Jan; City Council

Subiject: Re: SKY Squawk

Is it true that Steve Evans is a developer of apartments and condo's . What

does that say if it is true. I feel like Charlie Brown. Darlene




King, Kristi

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Dodds, Pat

Wednesday, May 10, 2006 1:02 PM

Melton, Judy

Gawf, Ed; Ekblaw, Kroy; Meinhart, Robin; Wallace, Shannon; Register, Judy; Roderique,
David; Audley, Paul; Phillips, Mike

Phone calls on SkySong

Judy, | called Ms. Wilson back re: the SkySong proposal and assured her of the following, which may help answer other

calls:

-- The residential component is a proposal from the development team, not from the city.

-- The residential units proposed by the developer do not replace the office/research/retail uses already approved at the
site. The proposal is for a residential component that would complement what has already been approved.

-- We have no indication the residential proposal will affect timing of the development that's already underway.

-- The City Council will have to approve any plans to allow residential on the site. Qutreach to the public and neighborhood
is being planned, so that neighbors can get detailed questions answered.



King, Kristi

From: Don Couvillion [Don.Couvillion @asu.edu]

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 12:16 PM

To: Gawf, Ed; jb@berrydamore.com; s.o.evans @cox.net
Subiject: RE: SkySong Input meeting

I would prefer to meet with the ad hoc members first.

—————— Original Message-----

From: Riley, Danise [mailto:DARILEY@SCOTTSDALEAZ.GOV]} Or. Behalf Of Gawf,
Ed

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 11:43 AM

To: jb@berrydamore.com; Don Couvillion; s.o.evans@cox.net

Subject: FW: SkySong Input meeting

Forwarding per Ed's reguest.
Thank you, Dani Riley

————— Original Message-----

From: jprsh [mailto:jprsh@cox.net]

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 11:28 AM

To: Gawf, Ed

Cc: Margaret; Marilyn Armstrong; George Adams; Paul Burns; James Cramer;
Kurt Merschman; Andrea Michaels; Steve Steinberg; margaret dunn

Subject: SkySong Input meeting

Ed,

Do believe after multiple conversations these past few days, that we're
going to take you up on your request to "pow wow" with a now gquite
irritated and angered group of hornets stirred by this latest twist in
the wind of T"apartments already on the SkySong Site" and "request for
amending lease and other documents already approved by the cities
various departments and commissions”.

The meeting must be in the Kiva Conference Room or Design Studio to
afford sufficient space for the various participants and the AdHoc
Citizens Committee re:LosArcos Project, as well as the steering
committee of the Scottsale Coalition, must be allowed to attend and that
includes Darlene Peterson if she wants and other citizen groups and
people who want to attend. And with certainty Darlene does want a seat
at this table.

I expect we will find a number of opinions and options expressed in such
a discussion and this is the right time to get a pulse and a concensus
1f one is to be found.

We can all meet fter 2:30 any afternoon or in the evening 5:ish and for
many of our various people who work that may likely be

best..... Thursday this week and next is out of the question for me,
Friday after noon time works and is OK for both Nancy and me.
Co-ordinating this is up to yvou and your staff and the sooner the
better.

Please, take it from there. We could do a Monday/Tuesday though we
might butt heads with the Council due to time, so that might not be a
great day to ingather all the participants.

We also need to do this as soon as possible since it appears this train
already has wheels of it's own and is running on another and entirely
indipendent of "the population at interest" train system.

Thank vyou,

Rita Saunders-Hawranek




Kiﬁ;, Kristi

From: Dap0804 @aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 11:56 AM
To: Gawf, Ed

Subiject: Hi

You need a big room. Darlene
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King, Kristi

From: 1{8713@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 11:42 AM
To: jprsh@cox.net; Gawf, Ed

Cc: mrdunn @ mycingular.blackberry.net; mkainaz @ cox.net; george.adams @ gdds.com;
pebatty @ yahoo.com; jcramer@sch.org; kmerschman @ ssd.com; madcap_thinkher@yahoo.com;
SiSteinberg@leodaly.com; mdunn @ olliethetrolly.net

Subject: Re: SkySong Input meeting

Rita,

Thanks for the blind invite however I have no use in meeting with Ed or any member of staff on
this issue.

It was clear from the beginning that there was to be no residential on site and staff even agreed to
that when the lease banned residential on the site.

Our support in this issue will only be the denial of the request for residential on the site and to stick
to what residents supported through the efforts of the AD HOC committee and other public input
sessions.

This stance is non negotiable.

Regards,
Mike Merrill
Citizens for Responsible Redevelopment

————— Original Message-----

From: jprsh <jprsh@cox.net>

To: Gawf, Ed <egawf@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Cc: Margaret <mrdunn@mycingular.blackberry.net>; Marilyn Armstrong <mkainaz@cox.net>;
George Adams <george.adams@gdds.com>; Paul Burns <pebatty@yahoo.com>; James Cramer
<jcramer@sch.org>; Kurt Merschman <kmerschman@ssd.com>; Andrea Michaels
<madcap_thinkher@yahoo.com>; Steve Steinberg <SISteinberg@leodaly.com>; margaret dunn
<mdunn@olliethetrolly.net>

Sent: Wed, 10 May 2006 11:28:10 -0700

Subject: SkySong Input meeting

Ed,

Do believe after multiple conversations these past few days, that we're

going to take you up on your request to "pow wow" with a now quite irritated

and angered group of hornets stirred by this [atest twist in the wind of

"apartments already on the SkySong Site" and "request for amending lease and

other documents already approved by the cities various departments and

commissions".

The meeting must be in the Kiva Conference Room or Design Studio to afford sufficient space for the various participants and
the AdHoc Citizens Committee re:LosArcos Project, as well as the steering committee of the Scottsale Coalition, must be
allowed to attend and that includes Darlene Peterson if she wants and other citizen groups and people who want to attend.
And with certainty Darlene does want a seat at this table.

I expect we will find a number of opinions and options expressed in such a discussion and this is the right time to get a pulse
and a concensus if one is to be found.

We can ali meet fter 2:30 any afternoon or in the evening 5:ish and for many

of our various people who work that may likely be best.....Thursday this

05/10/2006
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King_:j, Kristi
From: jprsh [jprsh@cox.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 11:28 AM
To: Gawf, Ed
Cc: Margaret; Marilyn Armstrong; George Adams; Paul Burns; James Cramer; Kurt Merschman;
Andrea Michaels; Steve Steinberg; margaret dunn
Subject: SkySong Input meeting
Ed,

Do believe after multiple conversations these past few days, that we're
going to take you up on your request to "pow wow" with a now gquite
irritated
and angered group of hornets stirred by this latest twist in the wind of
"apartments already on the SkySong Site" and "request for amending lease
and
other documents already approved by the cities various departments and
commissions".
The meeting must be in the Kiva Conference Room or Design Studio to afford
sufficient space for the various participants and the AdHoc Citizens
Committee re:LosArcos Project, as well as the steering committee of the
Scottsale Coalition, must be allowed to attend and that includes Darlene
Peterson if she wants and other citizen groups and peop.e who want to
attend. And with certainty Darlene does want a seat at this table.
I expect we will find a number of opinions and options expressed in such a
discussion and this is the right time to get a pulse and a concensus if one
is to be found.
We can all meet fter 2:30 any afternoon or in the evening 5:ish and for many
of our various people who work that may likely be best..... Thursday this
week and next is out of the guestion for me, Friday after noon time works
and is OK for both Nancy and me. Co-~ordinating this is up to you and your
staff and the sooner the better.
Please, take it from there. We could do a Monday/Tuesday though we might
butt heads with the Council due to time, so that might rot be a great day to
ingather all the participants.
We also need to do this as soon as possible since it apprears this train
already has wheels of it's own and is running on another and entirely
indipendent of "the population at interest" train syster.
Thank you,
Rita Saunders-Hawranek




King, Kristi

From: gcknowlton @ cox.net

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 11:29 PM

To: jprsh; Gawf, Ed

Cc: Andrea Michaels; Paul Burns; margaret dunn; James Cramer; Margaret; Kurt Merschman;
Marilyn Armstrong; Steve Steinberg; George Adams

Subiject: Re: SkySong Input meeting

Importance: High

I most definitely want to be included in this meeting. I'm off Monday's but don't get off
work until 5:30 Tue-Fri so a later time would be better on those days.

George Knowlton

"The size, scope and purposes of our government are no longer anchored in and limited by
our Constitution. For conservatives who want to restore limited government, their first
order of business is to restore the authority of the Constitution's original intent."
--Tom Krannawitter

---- jprsh <jprsh@cox.net> wrote:
Ed,

Do believe after multiple conversations these past few days, that we're
going to take you up on your request to "pow wow" with a now quite
irritated
and angered group of hornets stirred by this latest twist in the wind of
"apartments already on the SkySong Site" and "request for amending lease
and
other documents already approved by the cities various departments and
commissions™".
The meeting must be in the Kiva Conference Room or Design Studio to afford
sufficient space for the various participants and the AdHoc Citizens
Committee re:LosArcos Project, as well as the steering committee of the
Scottsale Coalition, must be allowed to attend and that includes Darlene
Peterson if she wants and other citizen groups and pecple who want to
attend. And with certainty Darlene does want a seat at this table.
I expect we will find a number of opinions and options expressed in such a
discussion and this is the right time to get a pulse and a concensus if one
is to be found.
We can all meet fter 2:30 any afternoon or in the evening 5:ish and for many
of our various people who work that may likely be best..... Thursday this
week and next is out of the question for me, Friday after noon time works
and is OK for both Nancy and me. Co-ordinating this is up to you and your
staff and the sooner the better.
Please, take it from there. We could do a Monday/Tuesday though we might
butt heads with the Council due to time, so that might not be a great day to
ingather all the participants.
We also need to do this as soon as possikle since it appears this train
already has wheels of it's own and is running on another and entirely
indipendent of "the population at interest" train system.
Thank you,
Rita Saunders-Hawranek

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVVYVVYVVY



King, Kristi

From: jprsh [jprsh@cox.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 11:28 AM
To: Gawf, Ed
Cc: Margaret; Marilyn Armstrong; George Adams; Paul Burns; James Cramer; Kurt Merschman;
Andrea Michaels; Steve Steinberg; margaret dunn
Subject: SkySong Input meeting
E4d,

Do believe after multiple conversations these past few days, that we're
going to take you up on your reqguest to "pow wow" with a now gquite
irritated
and angered group of hornets stirred by this latest twist in the wind of
"apartments already on the SkySong Site" and "request for amending lease
and
other documents already approved by the cities various departments and
commissions".
The meeting must be in the Kiva Conference Room or Design Studio to afford
sufficient space for the various participants and the AdHoc Citizens
Committee re:LogsArcos Project, as well as the steering committee of the
Scottsale Coalition, must be allowed to attend and that includes Darlene
Peterson if she wants and other citizen groups and people who want to
attend. And with certainty Darlene does want a seat at this table.
I expect we will find a number of opinions and options expressed in such a
discussion and this is the right time to get a pulse and a concensus if one
is to be found.
We can all meet fter 2:30 any afternoon or in the evening 5:ish and for many
of our various people who work that may 1likely be best..... Thursday this
week and next is out of the guestion for me, Friday after noon time works
and is OK for both Nancy and me. Co-ordinating this is up to you and your
staff and the sooner the better.
Please, take it from there. We could do a Monday/Tuesday though we might
butt heads with the Council due to time, so that might rot be a great day to
ingather all the participants.
We also need to do this as soon as possible since it appears this train
already has wheels of it's own and is running on another and entirely
indipendent of "the population at interest" train system.
Thank vou,
Rita Saunders-Hawranek




Roderique, David

From: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 11:24 AM
To: Roderique, David

Subject: Fw: SKY Squawk

Jan Dolan

City Manager
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
480.312.2422
www.scottsdaleaz.gov

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----

From: nancy cantor

To: laurie.roberts@arizonarepublic.com; azsbird@yahoo.com; Lane, Jim; sbsmith@azcable.org;
rob.melnick@asu.edu; betzcolcox.net; Dap0804faol.com; FB713@aol.com; City Council;
Investigators@abclb.com; bob@flightskills.com; George Knowlton; Nnesvigdscc@aol.com;
bpowell@aztrib.com; GUARDBADENOCH@aim.com; pharuff@earthlink.net; barbaraespinosa@msn.com; AZ73
@aol.com

CC: Jjprshlcox.net; Gawf, Ed; Dclan, Jan; City Council

Sent: Wed May 10 11:02:24 2006

Subject: Re: SKY Squawk

Dear Ones:
I have been sitting this morning in a state of very strange calm.

That has not happened in ten years...... when I exploded and literally stripped the threads on a
bolt holding the shock absorbers in my son's 1986 0Olds Cutlass, when the thing would not loosen
up and come out after I had worked on it with my husband for three hours. Ah-h the good old
days.

A fraud has been perpetrated by the ASU Foundation and Higgins/Flaza the development partners.
If the City Council goes along with this then they are guilty of aiding and abetting this fraud.
I could be persuaded to file a class action suit against the lot of them for fraud,
misrepresentation, violation of their fiduciary responsibilities as elected officials,
malfeasance plus damages and I want jail time for the lot of them. Can you file for wasting the
Ad Hoc Committee members time, too?

As things stand right now I want copies of all documents, NOW, that were provided to our ELECTED
officials by Mr. Berry and the Higgins/Plaza developers and the ASU Foundation. I also want
docunmentation of all meetings held between City staff and Elected officials and when and where
these meetings took place and who was in attendance.

Not stopping there, I would like documentation of all entities contacted or spoken with
regarding the commercial/retail aspects of the SkySong Center since 2003, and who represented
the City in discussions.

All of the above information should fall under the public nformation guidelines.

Prop. 4027?72?22 In the words of that great orator G. W. Bush,

"Fool me once, ah-h-h, f-f-fool me twice, m-m-m, well, we can't be fooled again...."

I realize now that my appointment to the Housing Board next week will probably go down in
flames. So, be it.

Nancy Cantor
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King, Kristi

From: nancy cantor [nancyanncantor@cox.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 11:02 AM

To: laurie.roberts @ arizonarepublic.com; azsbird @yahoo.com; Lane, Jim; sbsmith@azcable.org;
rob.melnick @asu.edu; betzco @cox.net; Dap0804 @ aol.com; F8713 @aol.com; City Council;
Investigators @ abc15.com; bob @flightskills.com; George Knowlton; Nnesvig4scc @aol.com;
bpowell @ aztrib.com; GUARDBADENQOCH @ aim.com; pharuff@earthlink.net;
barbaraespinosa@msn.com; AZ73@aol.com

Cc: jprsh@cox.net; Gawf, Ed; Dolan, Jan; City Council
Subject: Re: SKY Squawk

Dear Ones:

I have been sitting this morning in a state of very
strange calm.

That has not happened in ten years...... when I
exploded and literally stripped the threads on a bolt
holding the shock absorbers in my son's 1986 Olds
Cutlass, when the thing would not loosen up and come
out after I had worked on it with my husband for three
hours. Ah-h the good old days.

A fraud has been perpetrated by the ASU Foundation
and Higgins/Plaza the development partners. If the City
Council goes along with this then they are guilty of
aiding and abetting this fraud. I could be persuaded to
file a class action suit against the lot of them for
fraud, misrepresentation, violation of their fiduciary
responsibilities as elected officials, malfeasance plus
damages and I want jail time for the lot of them. Can
you file for wasting the Ad Hoc Committee members
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time, too?

As things stand right now I want copies of all
documents, NOW, that were provided to our ELECTED
officials by Mr. Berry and the Higgins/Plaza developers
and the ASU Foundation. I also want documentation of
all meetings held between City staff and Elected

of ficials and when and where these meetings took place
and who was in attendance.

Not stopping there, I would like documentation of all
entities contacted or spoken with regarding the
commercial/retail aspects of the SkySong Center since
2003, and who represented the City in discussions.

All of the above information should fall under the public
information guidelines.

W. Bush,

"Fool me once, ah-h-h, f-f-fool me twice, m-m-m,
well, we can't be fooled again...."

I realize now that my appointment to the Housing Board
next week will probably go down in flames. So, be it.

Nancy Cantor

05/10/2006




King_;, Kristi

From: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 10:59 AM

To: Gawf, Ed; Roderique, David

Subiject: Fw: SKY Swindle is a done deal with the council

Jan Dolan

City Manager
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
480.312.2422

www . scottsdaleaz.gov

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----

From: Manross, Mary

To: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Wed May 10 10:52:22 2006

Subject: Fw: SKY Swindle is a done deal with the council

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----

From: £8713@aol.com

To: AZ73@aol.com; City Council; barbaraespinosa@msn.com; betzco@cox.net;
sbsmith@azcable.org; Investigators@abcl5.com; Lane, Jim;
laurie.roberts@arizonarepublic.com; bob@flightskills.com; Nnesvigédscc@aol.com;
pharuff@earthlink.net; GUARDBADENOCHE@aim.com; azsbird@yahoo.com; Dap0804Q@aocl.com;
bpowell@aztrib.com; rob.melnick@asu.edu

CC: nancyanncantor@cox.net; fixscottsdale@hotmail.com; Jprsh@cox.net

Sent: Wed May 10 10:40:36 2006

Subject: Re: SKY Swindle is a done deal with the council

Sounds good to me, I already have one PAC registered under the power of recall and I think
the Mayor should be the first one to be taken out....

————— Original Message----—-

From: AZ73

To: F8713; CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov; barbaraespinosz@msn.com; betzco@cox.net;
sbsmith@azcable.org; Investigators@abcl5.com; jlane@scottsdaleaz.gov;
laurie.roberts@arizonarepublic.com; bob@flightskills.com; Nnesvigédscc;
pharuff@earthlink.net; GUARDBADENOCHE@aim.com; azsbird@yzhoo.com; Dap0804;
bpowell@aztrib.com; rob.melnick@asu.edu

Cc: nancyanncantor@cox.net; fixscottsdale@hotmail.com; jprsh@cox.net

Sent: Wed, 10 May 2006 12:45:55 PM Eastern Daylight Time

Subject: Re: SKY Swindle is a done deal with the council

THIS ONE HAS GOT ME SUPER PISSED
These lying bastards (with the exception of Littlefield who voted against it )

This gualifies for an effort to recall the entire council based on lies
misrepresentation, illegal wuse of city funds (Purchase of los arcos to subsidize ASU
buildings etc) God I hate these bastards and bitches. No imagination, lies,
misrepresentation. This is but another reason why they are not entitled to MORE MONEY
they want in next week election. None of this projects resembles the multiple images

1




presented to the public as to what would be built on this property

The plan I had ( which they never would look at ) would have given us an asset we and ASU
could have been proud of and which would have increased ASU enrollment PLUS prepared our
people for the high tech jobs of the future and would have provided the CENTRAL PARX the
geniuses now say the valley needs. And i prepared all my concepts 5 vears ago and the bulk
of it would have been paid for with corporate donations and investments

I am furious

Gordon E Fitzgerald




King, Kristi

From: Dap0804 @aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 8:47 AM
To: jprsh@cox.net; Gawf, Ed; mkainaz@cox.net; george.adams @gdds.com;

pebatty @yahoo.com; jcramer @sch.org; kmerschman @ ssd.com;
madcap_thinkher@yahoo.com; SISteinberg @ leodaly.com; mdunn @ olliethetrolly.net; Dolan,
Jan; City Council

Cc: forum @ aztrib.com; mscarp @ aztrib.com; casey.newton @ scottsdalerepublic.com
Subject: Re: SkySong Inquiry

Good Morning. I am between laughing and crying. Did anyone expect anything
different from ASU and the City? Promises made and prcmises broken.

Councilman Littlefield stated exactly what I thought "Bait and Switch." We expected
apartments in some areas on Scottsdale Road but not in Los Arcos. We wanted

and need retail, retail, retail. Concentrate on that first with the Los Arcos

lot. Start building the promised retail and office on top. The council gave
away the 36 ft. high limit for the buildings. So what else i1s new. Shame on
all of you if you let this go through.

Darlene Petersen

480 994-9010

7327 E. Wilshire Dr.
Scottsdale, AZ. 85257
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King, Kristi

From: Kevin O'Neill [koneill@ocompaniesinc.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, May 10, 2006 8:01 AM

To: Gawf, Ed

Subject: FW: SKY Swindle is a done deal with the council

Ed,

| assume you have seen this, but if not here you go. | forward it to you only so that | can ask what the current
status is of the property that the City owns at Skysong. It is my understanding that residential is not allowed under
the terms of the lease with ASUF; however that residential was going to be considered on the three acres the City
owns. Is this correct? Is the City still considering residential on their property and if so what plans are being
considered?

Thank you,
Kevin

From: f8713@aol.com [mailto:f8713@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 7:26 AM

To: jschwartz@slillc.net; jtheitel@cox.net; sisteinberg@leoadaly.com; koneili@ocompaniesinc.com
Subject: Fwd: SKY Swindle is a done deal with the council

Well, thanks for taking our concerns into consideration when we asked that the portion of
residentail on the ASU deal zoning was asked to be removed.

I think some of our planning commissioners need to come up to snuff on issues when we bring
them to the planning commission.

You have stated before that you want public input at your meetings regarding issues of the South,
well, we gave you some imput, now you see why we have no faith in the proccess anymore...

Regards
Mike Merrill

————— Original Message-----

From: F8713

To: CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov; F8713

Cc: nancyanncantor@cox.net; fixscottsdale@hotmail.com; jprsh@cox.net; Dap0804
Sent: Wed, 10 May 2006 10:12:06 -0400

Subject: SKY Swindle is a done deal with the council

Since I have already heard from multiple city sources and now as it is printed in the
papers, the council is already locked in on approving residentail for Sky Song.

It again wreaks of the done deal attitude of the city council with no way to stop it
because the council has already made up there mind on the issue. Again we can say so
much for the issue of not making a decision before it reaches the council chambers and
look who again is at the forfront of the issue of back dooring the citizens of the city.

That means look at the players involved and how some of the other projects brought
forward by these folks changes to their advantage.
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Everyone who worked and participated in the process needs to understand that
Residential was never permitted on the site and that the "applicants" need to change the
lease to make this happen. As a matter of point, residentail was banned under the lease
of not even 3 years ago.

Remember the fact that we told the city no residential on the site as that was not part of
the project, and we remember very clearly the words of staff that their would be no
residential on the site at both the planning commission meeting and the city council
meeting.

Now the city is making refrence to a "multi use” facility as stated by non other than Ed
Gawf, the same person who continually expressed no residentail on the site. So, since
this is now being considered as a "multi use” site how much farther will the city council
and staff screw over the people who took the time to add their voices to the project?

Can you see why it is the city residents have no trust in our elected leaders to follow the
commitments of the process and statements of their own staff?

Can you see now why we have no faith in a fair hearing because Council has already
been lobbied to make sure the developers get their way?

Can you see now why we cannot trust the city to hold to plans that were etched in blood
by residents time and efforts to assure we got what the residents wanted?

Can you say, watch how quickly you can get screwed over by the city on any project that
has public input because you really do not matter in issues and your opinions mean
nothing after the work is done?

Changing the lease is a legal action and open to challenge, lets just remember that when
the council approves this fiasco that they have already agreed on behind closed doors
and backroom negotiations.

Regards,
Mike Merrill

05/10/2006




King, Kristi

From: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 7:44 AM
To: Gawf, Ed; Roderique, David
Subiject: Fw: Skysong

Jan Dolan

City Manager
Scottsdale, AZ 85260
480.312.2422
www.scottsdaleaz.gov

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----
From: Manross, Mary

To: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Wed May 10 07:18:05 2006
Subject: Fw: Skysong

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-—---

From: nancy cantor

To: City Council; Manross, Mary; nancy cantor

CC: Dap0804@acl.com; jprsh@cox.net; swll70@cox.net; cmschild@cox.net; cawthorn@cox.net
Sent: Tue May 09 21:44:01 2006

Subject: Skysong

I am hearing from many quarters of the City that the residential element that has been
secretly proposed by the developer for SkySong is already a done deal with a majorizty vote
on Council.

This is most troublesome as it makes it appear that the whole Ad Hoc Committee process was
money ill spent..... not so good as we approach the vote on 402. It is also another slap in
the face to committees and task forces put together by Council for the purpose of citizen
input.

It also does not speak well for the planning process, to go through site planning and
then, before the property is excavated, the site plan is scrapped.

It does not say much for the intention of the developer and ASU to participate in
Scottsdale. Their arrogance supported by the deft hands of Mr. Berry just adds to the
disregard for public process. We are becoming all too familiar with this in Scottsdale.

You publicly stated no residential would be placed on the site. Check the

www . skysongcenter.com web site and see that it is already on their plan.

This is before the community was formally informed. Before the people who will have to
live with it were allowed to be heard.

Disgusting
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King, Kristi

From: nancy cantor [nancyanncantor@cox.net]
Sent:  Wednesday, May 10, 2006 7:09 AM

To: City Council; Manross, Mary; nancy cantor
Cc: iprsh@cox.net; Gawf, Ed; sw1170@cox.net
Subiject: SkySong

This is exactly what I meant when I stood before you asking you to
develop "standards and procedures" for revitalization of the older
neighborhoods, especially including infill commercial and residential projects
that would increase density and impact the infrastructure of the
community.

Quality of life is only important to those of you who can afford it,
apparently. So, it seems is the governmental process.

I was hoping that the idea of pursuing the ‘village concept" for
neighborhood planning and input, as done in Phoenix, would be considered,
or at least discussed by now. I can see why it has not.

Thank you for your time and inattention.

Nancy Cantor

05/10/2006




Roderique, David

From: rmueller1@netzero.com

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 6:54 AM
To: City Council

Subject: Bait and switch

Contact Information (if blank, user did not provide):
Name: Rick Mueller
Address: ,
c/s/z: ,
Phone:

MESSAGE:

Question: How does putting dorms at the Los Arcos site "increase home
values" as repeatedly stated?This is good ol’ bait and switch - I'm just
surprised it took two years for them to zZry and pull it of:.

This message was generated from the following web page:
http://72.14.207.104/search?g=cache: xwAAzpLXFmIJ:www.scottsdaleaz.gov/
+citytof+scottsdaleshl=en&gl=us&ct=clnké&cd=1




Roderique, David

From: rmuellert@netzero.com

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 6:40 AM
To: City Council

Subject: Skyjoke

Contact Information (if blank, user did not provide):
Name: Rick Mueller
Address: ,
c/s8/zZ: ,
Phone:

MESSAGE:

Let this thing die on the vine .... Say NO to dorms. This was to be a
"technology" center with high paying jobs and not a student playground!!!
This project was 1ill conceived from the start and this is a prime
example.Will luxury apartments become de facto dorms? Casey Newt-on The
Arizona Republic May. 9, 2006 05:07 PMPeople may be able to live at
SkySong, ASU’s new Scottsdale technology center, almost as soon as they
will be able to work there.

This message was generated from the following web page:
http://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/
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King, Kristi

From: Andrea Michaels [madcap_thinkher@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 11:37 PM

To: jprsh; Gawf, Ed; Marilyn Armstrong; George Adams; Paul Burns; James Cramer; Kurt Merschman;
Steve Steinberg; margaret dunn; Dolan, Jan; City Council

Cc: Forum; mscarp; casey.newton @scottsdalerepublic.com
Subject: Re: SkySong Inquiry - Another Perspective

1, too, was a member of the Ad Hoc Working Group for Sky Song (formerly the ASU/Scottsdale Center for Technology and
Innovation). In my focus groups I heard more than a few positive discussions and suggestions about the possibility of
incorporating residential/commercial mixed-use structures within and near the project. Those suggestions were brought up as
a "hoped for" situation that sadly wasn't part of the initial program.

In my opinion, having a residential component to the project would help insure a 24/7 (or nearly-so) presence that would aid
in keeping the area from becoming "dead" on the weekends and/or late at night and would help attract those innovative and
entrepreneurial organizations and their employees. When housing is available close to work the demands on automobile
transportation are reduced. Residents near a Transit-Oriented Destination are more likely to use whatever public transit is
available.

How terrific for students, for researchers, and for entrepreneurs who'll be working in conjunction with ASU to have a
residential component in the immediate area. Innovate, work late, and walk home! How great to have apartments near stores
and offices, the "fab" lab, a grocery, a drug store, and a Starbucks! How nice to have a place where visitors in the hotels feel
that they're in a community.

Further north along Scottsdale Rd. (in Phoenix) the residential component of Kierland will take advantage of the buzz and
safety of an active area and will be a great part of its attraction. Other cities of many sizes: Charleston; Washington D.C.;
Savannah, GA; Minneapolis, MN; Cleveland, OH; Paris (Place de Vosges) FK; NYC; Takoma Park, MD; Alexandria VA;
Pasadena, CA; Portland, OR, to name just a few, have had much success by bringing people back into the commercial/office
areas.

I am perplexed as to what aspect of adding a residential component is unacceptable. As I recall, the goal was to create an
environment that is economically sound, architecturally interesting, unique in many ways, sensitive to and supportive of the
needs in the greater neighborhoods. :

Many points of view were offered by a host of participants. The ASU Foundation and ASU have brought enthusiasm,
expertise, and importance to the area and the anticipated completion is ahead of schedule. The ASU Foundation, developers,
and architects have been remarkably responsive to the many and diverse opinions they've heard, and Sky Song doesn't look as
though it was designed by a committee.

From this AHWG member's perspective, Skysong will be nearly everything and more than our community imagined and
hoped for. I say “Congratulations thus far!”

Sincerely,
Andrea Michaels

jprsh <jprsh@cox.net> wrote:

To the members of City, Council, Staff, AdHoc Committee Members and the Community at Large:
My personal apology as a member of the Ad Hoc Committee and a Board Member of the Scottsdale
Coalition serving on the committee; | am sorry to have allowed us to be hoodwinked!

Perhaps | should have been looking for the other shoe to drop, with the construction on the old LosArcos
property being "earth turned" and no participants other than ASUF on the tenant listing.

However, it was a shocker to be called this morning by the Tribune's Ryan G. to "comment" on the
“residential component" proposed for the southern end of the SkySong site being pushed to the fore by
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John Berry and others. Further, | was shocked to find the site plans noting the proposed buildable area
on the SkySong Center web site.

I am not sure how the rest of our committee or the area residents, who participated in this design of
revitalized mixed commercial use space including open space for community use and participation on the
SkySong site, will respond. But this member, of the AdHoc committee, is totally and absolutely appalled
at this underhanded endeavor.

| do remember that our group specifically voted down such use on the site as did members of the areas
residential groups, Further, I recall that Darlene Peterson, when she raised this issue at the City Council
open meeting to approve the plan was specifically assured by Ed Gawf that there would not be a
residential component on site. However, the concept would be revisited as we had discussed in
committee for adjacent areas such as: the eastern property street edge, the northern side of McDowell,
and possibly along the southern and northern faces of Scottsdale Road around the site area for "mixed
use" such as loft commercial and residential own/rental spaces.

Ed Gawf, | recall, stated that the caveat of possible "some day use as mixed residential once the site
was at full commercial build out and some many years hence" is currently proposed for implementation
now. | for one have.to cry FOUL. FOR SHAME ON ALL OF YOU WHO PLAYED THE DECEIT

GAME ON EVERYONE AND SPECIFICALLY THOSE WHO WORKED SO HARD AND DEALT SO
DILIGENTLY AND HONESTLY FOR SO LONG TO MAKE THE SKY SONG COME TO LIFE AS A
COMMUNITY REBIRTH AREA.

Sincerely,

Rita Saunders-Hawranek

Scottsdale, Arizona

Yahoo! Messenger with Voice. PC-to-Phone calls for ridiculously low rates.

05/10/2006
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King, Kristi

From: Dodds, Pat

Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 9:48 PM
To: Dolan, Jan; Gawf, Ed; Ekblaw, Kroy
Subject: FW: Story on SkySong residential

FYI, if you did not see this already. Here's the text:

Will luxury apartments become de facto dorms?

Casey Newton
The Arizona Republic
May. 9, 2006 05:07 PM

People may be able to live at SkySong, ASU's new Scottsdale technology center, almost as soon as they will be able to work
there.

The Arizona State University Foundation has plans to build 800 luxury apartments at SkySong, angering residents who say
they were misled about the developer's intentions for the site.

SkySong, also known as the ASU Scottsdale Innovation Center, is under construction at Scottsdale and McDowell roads.

advertisement _ - o '
Built on 37 acres at the former site of the Los Arcos Mall, the $300 million project is a partnership .

between the ASU Foundation and Scottsdale. Offices there are scheduled to open next spring.

Residents hope the finished product will bring new vitality to the older neighborhoods around the center. City leaders say the
high-quality development will drive away the pawnshops, strip clubs and payday loan stores that dominate the southern edge
of Scottsdale.

But with few tenants announced for the 1.2 million-square-foot site, news that the developer was accelerating plans for
residential buildings has many residents feeling uneasy.

"l feel like we have been hoodwinked," said Rita Saunders-Hawranek, who lives near the site. "It wasn't in our plan. it wasn't
what the community wanted."

Saunders-Hawranek, who served on a citizens working group that created guidelines for the project, said the news left her
"absolutely shocked out of (her) mind.”

~ Another activist, Mike Merrill, said the residential component ran counter to site plans Scottsdale staffers showed him and
others.

"We were told multiple times by staff that there would be no housing on the site and that we did not want any housing on the
site,” Merrill wrote in an e-mail.

About 800 living units are expected in total, according to plans posted on the project's Web site. Two residential developments
are planned for the site. A third sits east of 74th Street.

Merrill worries that the apartments will become de facto dorms for ASU, which lies just a few miles south.
“The concept for SkySong is to create a true mixed-use community - with office research, retail and residential development,”
said Michele Irwin, a project spokeswoman. "The first two phases of commercial development (are) underway and this is the

right time to introduce the first phase of residential development.”

Scottsdale leaders hail the development as the catalyst for the recent revitalization of south Scottsdale, where quality of life
had lagged far behind the rest of the city.

But SkySong has generated plenty of controversy in the community, starting with the $130 million Scottsdale invested in a site
that some City Council members said was worth far less.

Nearly two years after the agreement was announced, only two companies have leased space in the center, whose first
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buildings will contain 300,000 square feet of office and research space.

"They're baiting and switching people," said Counciiman Bob Littlefield, one of two councilmen who voted against the original
agreement. "Where are all those laboratories filled with cancer researchers? Where did all that go? Did | miss something?*

Residents also have pilloried the initial buildings' relatively bland, boxlike design.

Project officials said the apartments will be of high quality and likely will prompt the redevelopment of older apartment
complexes south of the site.

Living space has always been part of the plan, they said. They are simply accelerating the time frame.

Requires council ok

The Scottsdale City Council would need to approve changes to 99-year lease it signed in 2004.

In an e-mail to concerned residents, Assistant City Manager Ed Gawf said the public would have several chances to offer
feedback on the plans. He also sought to reassure residents that living space would be limited.

“During the planning process | consistently made the point that SkySong is first and foremost a technology and innovation
center with office and limited retail uses,” Gawf wrote. "l believe that a mixed-use project can be considered, but it must be
complementary to the primary focus of the center.”

Another member of the citizens working group, Margaret Dunn, called for calm in discussing ASU's residential plans.

*| think we (should) see what the plan is instead of thinking that it's going to be a dormitory and having a completely negative
reaction,” said Dunn, who owns a trolley business just north of SkySong. "We need to be open but take a step back and lcok
at the process that it needs to go through.”

Project officials were adamant that the apartments would not become dorms for ASU.
But from Littlefield's perspective, they might as well.

“Why don't they build a homeless shelter?" Littlefield said, with evident glee. "What about a drug rehab clinic? Let's go all the
way. We'll find tenants for this thing if it kills us!"

----- Original Message-----

From: Google Alerts [mailto:googlealerts-noreply@google.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 7:10 PM

To: Dodds, Pat

Subject: Google Alert - Scottsdale City

Google Alert for: Scottsdale City

Will luxury apartments become de facto dorms?

AZ Central.com - AZ,USA

... They are simply accelerating the time frame. The Scottsdale City Council would need to approve changes to
99-year lease it signed in 2004. ...

This as-it-happens Google Alert is brought to you by Google.

Remove this alert.
Create another alert.
Manage your alerts.
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newspaper ads Casey Newton
coupons The Arizona Republic
May. 9, 2006 05:07 PM
scottsdale
’CitykGUide People may be able to Iivg at SkySong, ASU's new Scottsdale technology center,
almost as soon as they will be able to work there.
Art Scene
School info The Arizona State University Foundation has plans to build 800 luxury
Sports apartments at SkySong, angering residents who say they were misled about the
= Golf developer's intentions for the site.
= High Schools
Opinions SkySong, also known as the ASU Scottsdale Innovation Center, is under
Columnists construction at Scottsdale and McDowell roads.
- advertisement .
g:'fg‘.:t. Built on 37 acres at the former site of the LLos Arcos Mall, the $300
f‘ ! "_J"s million project is a partnership between the ASU Foundation and Scottsdale.
Obituaries Offices there are scheduled to open next spring.
Maps
Venues Residents hope the finished product will bring new vitality to the older
neighborhoods around the center. City leaders say the high-quality development
Scanners will drive away the pawnshops, strip clubs and payday loan stores that dominate
Email the southern edge of Scottsdale.
Newsletters
More E. Valley But with few tenants announced for the 1.2 million-square-foot site, news that the
Local Coverage developer was accelerating plans for residential buildings has many residents
o Ahwatukee feeling uneasy.
a Chandler
Zalgin "I feel like we have been hoodwinked," said Rita Saunders-Hawranek, who lives
= Tempe near the site. "It wasn't in our plan. It wasn't what the community wanted."

Saunders-Hawranek, who served on a citizens working group that created
guidelines for the project, said the news left her "absolutely shocked out of (her)
mind."

Another activist, Mike Merrill, said the residential component ran counter to site
plans Scottsdale staffers showed him and others.

"We were told multiple times by staff that there would be no housing on the site
and that we did not want any housing on the site," Merrill wrote in an e-mail.
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About 800 living units are expected in total, according to plans posted on the
project's Web site. Two residential developments are planned for the site. A third
sits east of 74th Street.

Merrill worries that the apartments will become de facto dorms for ASU, which
lies just a few miles south.

"The concept for SkySong is to create a true mixed-use community - with office
research, retail and residential development,” said Michele {rwin, a project
spokeswoman. "The first two phases of commercial development (are) underway
and this is the right time to introduce the first phase of residential development.”

Scottsdale leaders hail the development as the catalyst for the recent
revitalization of south Scottsdale, where quality of life had lagged far behind the
rest of the city.

But SkySong has generated plenty of controversy in the community, starting with
the $130 million Scottsdale invested in a site that some City Council members
said was worth far less.

Nearly two years after the agreement was announced, only two companies have
leased space in the center, whose first buildings will contain 300,000 square feet
of office and research space.

"They're baiting and switching people,” said Councilman Bob Littiefield, one of
two councilmen who voted against the original agreement. "Where are all those
laboratories filled with cancer researchers? Where did all that go? Did | miss
something?"

Residents also have pilloried the initial buildings' relatively bland, boxlike design.

Project officials said the apartments will be of high quality and likely will prompt
the redevelopment of older apartment complexes south of the site.

Living space has always been part of the plan, they said. They are simply
accelerating the time frame.

Requires council ok

The Scottsdale City Council would need to approve changes to 99-year lease it
signed in 2004.

In an e-mail to concerned residents, Assistant City Manager Ed Gawf said the
public would have several chances to offer feedback on the plans. He also sought
to reassure residents that living space would be limited.

“During the planning process | consistently made the point that SkySong is first
and foremost a technology and innovation center with office and limited retail
uses,” Gawf wrote. "l believe that a mixed-use project can be considered, but it
must be complementary to the primary focus of the center.”

Another member of the citizens working group, Margaret Dunn, called for calm in
discussing ASU's residential plans.

"I think we (should) see what the plan is instead of thinking that it's going to be a
dormitory and having a completely negative reaction," said Dunn, who owns a
trolley business just north of SkySong. "We need to be open but take a step back
and look at the process that it needs to go through.”

Project officials were adamant that the apartments would not become dorms for

http://www.azcentral.com/community/scottsdale/articles/0509skysong-ON.html 05/10/2006
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ASU.
But from Littlefield's perspective, they might as well.
"Why don't they build a homeless shelter?" Littlefield said, with evident glee.

"What about a drug rehab clinic? Let's go all the way. We'll find tenants for this
thing if it kills us!"
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Roderique, David

From: Gawf Ed
Sent:  Tuesday, May 09, 2006 3:21 PM

To: 'iprsh'; Marilyn Armstrong; George Adams; Paul Burns; James Cramer; Kurt Merschman; Andrea Michaels; Steve
Steinberg; margaret dunn; Dolan, Jan; City Coungil

Cc: Forum; mscarp; casey.newton@scottsdalerepublic.com
Subject: RE: SkySong Inquiry

Rita, to clarify, while the developers of SkySong have approached the staff proposing to add residential uses to the project, no
formal application has been submitted. Residential uses are allowed under the zoning for the 42 acres; however, the developers
still must get City approval to modify the approved SkySong development plan. The staff has indicated that the non-residential
buildings (office and retail) would be required to be built prior to or concurrent with any residential structures on at least a prorate
basis. Also, the units cannot be dormitories or other types of student housing, rather the development must be market rate
housing.

The staff has also emphasized to the developers the need for strong public outreach to the surrounding neighborhoods and
members of the Ad Hoc committee who worked on the original plan prior to formal submission. Once the developers have
formally submitted a proposal, staff will arrange a public open house to review the plans and receive additional comments. In
addition, there will be public hearings by the Development Review Board and the City Council on the developer's request.

During the planning process | consistently made the point that SkySong is first and foremost a technology and innovation center
with office and limited retail uses. However, | believe that a mixed-use project can be considered, but it must be complementary
to the primary focus of the center. | am happy to meet with you at any time to review the concept of mixed use on the SkySong
site.

From: jprsh [mailto:jprsh@cox.net]

Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 11:11 AM

To: Gawf, Ed; Marilyn Armstrong; George Adams; Paul Burns; James Cramer; Kurt Merschman; Andrea Michaels; Steve
Steinberg; margaret dunn; Dolan, Jan; City Council

Cc: Forum; mscarp; casey.newton@scottsdalerepublic.com

Subject: SkySong Inquiry

To the members of City, Council, Staff, AdHoc Committee Members and the Community at Large:
My personal apology as a member of the Ad Hoc Committee and a Board Member of the Scottsdale Coalition serving on
~ the committee; | am sorry to have allowed us to be hoodwinked!

Perhaps | should have been looking for the other shoe to drop, with the construction on the old LosArcos property being
"earth turned” and no participants other than ASUF on the tenant listing.

However, it was a shocker to be called this morning by the Tribune's Ryan G. to "comment” on the "residential
component" proposed for the southern end of the SkySong site being pushed to the fore by John Berry and others.
Further, | was shocked to find the site plans noting the proposed buildable area on the SkySong Center web site.

| am not sure how the rest of our committee or the area residents, who participated in this design of revitalized mixed
commercial use space including open space for community use and participation on the SkySong site, will respond. But
this member, of the AdHoc committee, is totally and absolutely appallec at this underhanded endeavor.

| do remember that our group specifically voted down such use on the site as did members of the areas residential
groups, Further, | recall that Darlene Peterson, when she raised this issue at the City Council open meeting to approve
the plan was specifically assured by Ed Gawf that there would not be a residential component on site. However, the
concept would be revisited as we had discussed in committee for adjacent areas such as: the eastern property street
edge, the northern side of McDowell, and possibly along the southern and northern faces of Scottsdale Road around the
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site area for "mixed use" such as loft commercial and residential own/rental spaces.

Ed Gawf, | recall, stated that the caveat of possible "some day use as mixed residential once the site was at full
commercial build out and some many years hence" is currently proposed for implementation now. | for one have to

cry FOUL. FOR SHAME ON ALL OF YOU WHO PLAYED THE DECEIT GAME ON EVERYONE AND SPECIFICALLY
THOSE WHO WORKED SO HARD AND DEALT SO DILIGENTLY AND HONESTLY FOR SO LONG TO MAKE THE
SKY SONG COME TO LIFE AS A COMMUNITY REBIRTH AREA.

Sincerely,

Rita Saunders-Hawranek

Scottsdale, Arizona

05/26/2006
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Roderique, David

From: Gawf Ed

Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 12:37 PM
To: Roderique, David

Subject: FW: SkySong Inquiry

----- Original Message-----

From: f8713@aol.com [mailto:f8713@aol.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 12:27 PM

To: jprsh@cox.net; Gawf, Ed; mkainaz@cox.net; george.adams@gdds.com; pebatty@yahoo.com; jcramer@sch.org;
kmerschman@ssd.com; madcap_thinkher@yahoo.com; SISteinberg@!leodaly.com; mdunn@olliethetrolly.net; Dolan, Jan; City
Council

Cc: forum@aztrib.com; mscarp@aztrib.com; casey.newton@scottsdalerepublic.com

Subject: Re: SkySong Inquiry

Thanks Rita, I was hoping I was not the only person losing my mind in what I had heard.

Please note that during the Planning Commision meeting regarding the rezoning of the property our group
asked the planning commissioners to remove the residential zoning portion to make sure this did not happen.
We already knew what was going to happen but as usual I was politley heckeld by one of our planning
commissioners on this issue and we stated clearly that our group was opposed to any residential on the site.

It goes to show you why people tend not to join such committees or public input sessions. It is a waste of time
as the city will do as they damn well please.

Regards,
Mike

----- Original Message-----

From: jprsh <jprsh@cox.net>

To: Gawf, Ed <egawf@scottsdaleaz.gov>; Marilyn Armstrong <mkainaz@cox.net>; George Adams
<george.adams@gdds.com>; Paul Burns <pebatty@yahoo.com>; James Cramer <jcramer@sch.org>; Kurt
Merschman <kmerschman@ssd.com>; Andrea Michaels <madcap_thinkher@yahoo.com>; Steve Steinberg
<SISteinberg@leodaly.com>; margaret dunn <mdunn@olliethetrolly.net>; Dolan, Jan
<jdolan@scottsdaleaz.gov>; City Council <citycouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Cc: Forum <forum@aztrib.com>; mscarp <mscarp@aztrib.com>; casey.newton@scottsdalerepublic.com
Sent: Tue, 9 May 2006 11:11:15 -0700

Subject: SkySong Inquiry

To the members of City, Council, Staff, AdHoc Committee Members and the Community at Large:
My personal apology as a member of the Ad Hoc Committee and a Board Member of the Scottsdale Coalition serving on the
committee; | am sorry to have allowed us to be hoodwinked!

Perhaps | should have been looking for the other shoe to drop, with the construction on the old LosArcos property being "earth
turned" and no participants other than ASUF on the tenant listing.

However, it was a shocker to be called this morning by the Tribune's Ryan G. to "comment" on the "residential component”
proposed for the southern end of the SkySong site being pushed to the fore by John Berry and others. Further, | was shocked
to find the site plans noting the proposed buildable area on the SkySong Center web site.

| am not sure how the rest of our committee or the area residents, who participated in this design of revitalized mixed
commercial use space including open space for community use and participation on the SkySong site, will respond. But this
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member, of the AdHoc committee, is totally and absolutely appalled at this underhanded endeavor.

| do remember that our group specifically voted down such use on the site as did members of the areas residential groups,
Further, | recall that Darlene Peterson, when she raised this issue at the City Council open meeting to approve the plan was
specifically assured by Ed Gawf that there would not be a residential component on site. However, the concept would

be revisited as we had discussed in committee for adjacent areas such as: the eastern property street edge, the northern side of
McDowell, and possibly along the southern and northern faces of Scottsdale Road around the site area for "mixed use" such as
loft commercial and residential own/rental spaces.

Ed Gawf, | recall, stated that the caveat of possible "some day use as mixed residential once the site was at full commercial
build out and some many years hence" is currently proposed for implementation now. | for one have to cry FOUL. FOR SHAME
ON ALL OF YOU WHO PLAYED THE DECEIT GAME ON EVERYONE AND SPECIFICALLY THOSE WHO WORKED SO
HARD AND DEALT SO DILIGENTLY AND HONESTLY FOR SO LONG TO MAKE THE SKY SONG COME TO LIFE AS A
COMMUNITY REBIRTH AREA.

Sincerely,

Rita Saunders-Hawranek

Scottsdale, Arizona
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King, Kristi

From: f8713@aol.com
Sent:  Tuesday, May 09, 2006 12:27 PM

To: jprsh@cox.net; Gawf, Ed; mkainaz @cox.net; george.adams @gdds.com; pebatty @yahoo.com;
jcramer@sch.org; kmerschman @ssd.com; madcap_thinkher@yahoo.com;
SISteinberg @leodaly.com; mdunn @olliethetrolly.net; Dolan, Jan; City Council

Cc: forum @ aztrib.com; mscarp @ aztrib.com; casey.newton @scottsdalerepublic.com

Subject: Re: SkySong Inquiry
Thanks Rita, I was hoping I was not the only person losing my mind in what I had heard.

Please note that during the Planning Commision meeting regarding the rezoning of the property
our group asked the planning commissioners to remove the residential zoning portion to make sure
this did not happen. We already knew what was going to happen but as usual I was politley
heckeld by one of our planning commissioners on this issue and we stated clearly that our group
was opposed to any residential on the site.

It goes to show you why people tend not to join such committees or public input sessions. Itis a
waste of time as the city will do as they damn well please.

Regards,
Mike

————— Original Message-----

From: jprsh <jprsh@cox.net>

To: Gawf, Ed <egawf@scottsdaleaz.gov>; Marilyn Armstrong <mkainaz@cox.net>; George Adams
<george.adams@gdds.com>; Paul Burns <pebatty@yahoo.com>; James Cramer
<jcramer@sch.org>; Kurt Merschman <kmerschman@ssd.com>; Andrea Michaels
<madcap_thinkher@yahoo.com>; Steve Steinberg <SISteinberg@leodaly.com>; margaret dunn
<mdunn@olliethetrolly.net>; Dolan, Jan <jdolan@scottsdaleaz.gov>; City Council
<citycouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Cc: Forum <forum@aztrib.com>; mscarp <mscarp@aztrib.com>;
casey.newton@scottsdalerepublic.com

Sent: Tue, 9 May 2006 11:11:15 -0700

Subject: SkySong Inquiry

To the members of City, Council, Staff, AdHoc Committee Members and the Community at Large:
My personal apology as a member of the Ad Hoc Committee and a Board Member of the Scottsdale Coalition
serving on the committee; | am sorry to have allowed us to be hoodwinked!

Perhaps | should have been looking for the other shoe to drop, with the construction on the old LosArcos property
being "earth turned" and no participants other than ASUF on the tenant listing.

However, it was a shocker to be called this morning by the Tribune's Ryan G. to "comment” on the "residential
component” proposed for the southern end of the SkySong site being pushed to the fore by John Berry and
others. Further, | was shocked to find the site plans noting the proposed buildable area on the SkySong Center
web site.

| am not sure how the rest of our committee or the area residents, who participated in this design of revitalized
mixed commercial use space including open space for community use and participation on the SkySong site, will
respond. But this member, of the AdHoc committee, is totally and absolutely appalled at this underhanded
endeavor.
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| do remember that our group specifically voted down such use on the site as did members of the areas
residential groups, Further, | recall that Darlene Peterson, when she raised this issue at the City Council open
meeting to approve the plan was specifically assured by Ed Gawf that there would not be a residential component
on site. However, the concept would be revisited as we had discussed in committee for adjacent areas such as:
the eastern property street edge, the northern side of McDowell, and possibly along the southern and northern
faces of Scottsdale Road around the site area for "mixed use" such as loft commercial and residential own/rental

spaces.

Ed Gawf, | recall, stated that the caveat of possible "some day use as mixed residential once the site was at full
commercial build out and some many years hence" is currently proposed for implementation now. | for one have
to cry FOUL. FOR SHAME ON ALL OF YOU WHO PLAYED THE DECEIT GAME ON EVERYONE AND
SPECIFICALLY THOSE WHO WORKED SO HARD AND DEALT SO DILIGENTLY AND HONESTLY FOR SO
LONG TO MAKE THE SKY SONG COME TO LIFE AS A COMMUNITY REBIRTH AREA.

Sincerely,

Rita Saunders-Hawranek

Scottsdale, Arizona

06/01/2006
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King, Kristi

From: jprsh [jprsh@cox.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, May 09, 2006 11:11 AM

To: Gawf, Ed; Marilyn Armstrong; George Adams; Paul Burns; James Cramer; Kurt Merschman;
Andrea Michaels; Steve Steinberg; margaret dunn; Dolan, Jan; City Council

Cc: Forum; mscarp; casey.newton @scottsdalerepublic.com
Subject: SkySong Inquiry

To the members of City, Council, Staff, AdHoc Committee Members and the Community at Large:
My personal apology as a member of the Ad Hoc Committee and a Board Member of the Scottsdale Coalition
serving on the committee; | am sorry to have allowed us to be hoodwinked!

Perhaps | should have been looking for the other shoe to drop, with the construction on the old LosArcos property
being "earth turned" and no participants other than ASUF on the tenant listing.

However, it was a shocker to be called this morning by the Tribune's Ryan G. to "comment" on the "residential
component” proposed for the southern end of the SkySong site being pushed to the fore by John Berry and
others. Further, | was shocked to find the site plans noting the proposed buildable area on the SkySong Center
web site.

I am not sure how the rest of our committee or the area residents, who participated in this design of revitalized
mixed commercial use space including open space for community use and participation on the SkySong site, will
respond. But this member, of the AdHoc committee, is totally and absolutely appalled at this underhanded
endeavor.

| do remember that our group specifically voted down such use on the site as did members of the areas
residential groups, Further, | recall that Darlene Peterson, when she raised this issue at the City Council open
meeting to approve the plan was specifically assured by Ed Gawf that there would not be a residential component
on site. However, the concept would be revisited as we had discussed in committee for adjacent areas such as:
the eastern property street edge, the northern side of McDowell, and possibly along the southern and northern
faces of Scottsdale Road around the site area for "mixed use" such as loft commercial and residential own/rental
spaces.

Ed Gawf, | recall, stated that the caveat of possible "some day use as mixed residential once the site was at full
commercial build out and some many years hence" is currently proposed for implementation now. | for one have
to cry FOUL. FOR SHAME ON ALL OF YOU WHO PLAYED THE DECEIT GAME ON EVERYONE AND
SPECIFICALLY THOSE WHO WORKED SO HARD AND DEALT SO DILIGENTLY AND HONESTLY FOR SO
LONG TO MAKE THE SKY SONG COME TO LIFE AS A COMMUNITY REBIRTH AREA.

Sincerely,

Rita Saunders-Hawranek

Scottsdale, Arizona
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From: nancy cantor [nancyanncantor @cox.net]

Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 9:38 AM

To: 8713 @aol.com; City Council; Gawf, Ed; Dolan, Jan

Cc: sw1170@cox.net; fixscottsdale @ hotmail.com; jprsh @cox.net; Dap0804 @aol.com
Subject: Re: SkySong

I would to meet with Mr. Berry and whoever/whichever entity asked for this residential
addition, this week please, along with City staff involved with SkySong. All of the
development people owe the area residents the courtesy of discussion and as our City
leaders I would you are comfortable facilitating this meeting.

Could we please include all of the individuals included in this email.

Could you please provide information on the status of Los Arcos Crossing redevelopment at
that time

Nancy Cantor
(480)516-4666 cell
(602)254-5299 office

---- f8713Caol.com wrote:

> Dear EA4d,

>

> You apparently forgot that some of us went to the Plarning Commission and told them to
remove the housing portion from the zoning and we were rebuffed.

>

> Darlene Peterson took the issue before the council, again we were ignored.

>

> Maybe you folks did not understand that we were strongly opposed to having residential
tied into the site for many reasons.

> One of those reasons is because we do not want it to turn into a dorm type atmosphere
which we know after a period of time it will turn into based on conclusive evidence that
the city rarely ever commits to what residents demand let alone enforces there own rules
equally.

>

> Now we are talking about nearly 800 residential "rental” units being placed on the
property and I for one am not going to stand for it, just like many other South Scottsdale
residents will not stand for it.

>

> While a hotel is one thing, housing is a whole new ball game.

>

> ASU is at full capacity, do you think that they will rnot be steering their students to
look at renting in these units?

>

> Is it also not true that there is nothing in the lease that says that ASU can make some
of those buildings into classrooms?

>

> I really dont care when the city says they can build residentail there, the point is we
never wanted in there and we told the city that at both the Council meeting and the
Planning commission, the problem is that the city does not listen and you really need to
start as 1if the city council approves the housing we all may end up at the ballot box
agian to decide who the city had better start listening to.

>

> I have already recieved one call from Berry however hs response to him in this issue
from me will still be NO, we do not want residential there, it is clear and simple for us
to understand but as usual it i1s too complicated for the city to understand.

>

> Regards,

> Mike

>



>
>

From: Gawf, Ed <egawf@scottsdaleaz.gov>
To: nancy cantor <nancyanncantor@cox.net>; Dolan, Jan <jdolan@scottsdaleaz.gov>; City

Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>

VVVVVVVYVVVYVVYVYVYVYV

v

VVVVVVVVVVVYVVVYVVVVY

Cc: jprsh@cox.net; f£8713@aol.com; swll70@cox.net; DAP54@acl.com
Sent: Mon, 8 May 2006 17:54:38 -0700
Subject: RE: SkySong

Nancy, as we discussed on the phone, the developers of SkySong are getting ready
to propose adding residential uses to the project. While the residential use is
allowed under the zoning, the developers still must get City Council approval to
modify the lease. The non-residential buildings (office and retail) are required
to be built prior to or concurrent with any residential structures. Also, they
will not be dormitories or other types of student housing, rather the
development is intended to be market rate rental housing. Once the developers
submit a proposal, staff will arrange a public open hcuse to review the plans
and make comments. I will let you know when that meeting is, but feel free to
call me if you have questions.

————— Original Message-----

From: nancy cantor [mailto:nancyanncantor@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 4:27 PM

To: Dolan, Jan; Gawf, Ed; City Council

Cc: jprsh@cox.net; f8713@aol.com; swll70€@cox.net; DAP64@acl.com
Subject: SkySong

I understand that residential development is being proposed for the SkySong
development. Please clarify what is being proposed and by who.

The Scottsdale Coalition participated in the planning for the site and we were
under the impression that there was to be no residential development on that
property, either developed by ASU or by the City.

It was our understanding that residential could go up on adjacent property at
Los Arcos Crossing, for example.

Nancy Cantor
(480)516-4666
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King, Kristi

From: f8713@aol.com

Sent:  Tuesday, May 09, 2006 6:40 AM

To: Gawf, Ed; nancyanncantor @cox.net; Dolan, Jan; City Council

Cc: jprsh@cox.net; sw1170@cox.net; Dap0804 @ aol.com; fixscottsdale @hhotmail.com
Subject: Re: SkySong

Dear Ed,

You apparently forgot that some of us went to the Planning Commission and told them to
remove the housing portion from the zoning and we were rebuffed.

Darlene Peterson took the issue before the council, again we were ignored.

Maybe you folks did not understand that we were strongly opposed to having residential
tied into the site for many reasons.

One of those reasons is because we do not want it to turn into a dorm type atmosphere
which we know after a period of time it will turn into based on conclusive evidence that
the city rarely ever commits to what residents demand let alone enforces there own
rules equally.

Now we are talking about nearly 800 residential "rental” units being placed on the
property and I for one am not going to stand for it, just like many other South Scottsdale
residents will not stand for it.

While a hotel is one thing, housing is a whole new ball game.

ASU is at full capacity, do you think that they will not be steering their students to lock
at renting in these units?

Is it also not true that there is nothing in the lease that says that ASU can make some of
those buildings into classrooms?

I really dont care when the city says they can build residentail there, the point is we
never wanted in there and we told the city that at both the Council meeting and the
Planning commission, the problem is that the city does not listen and you really need to
start as if the city council approves the housing we all may end up at the ballot box agian
to decide who the city had better start listening to.

I have already recieved one call from Berry however he response to him in this issue
from me will still be NO, we do not want residential there, it is clear and simple for us to
understand but as usual it is too complicated for the city to understand.

Regards,
Mike

————— Original Message-----

From: Gawf, Ed <egawf@scottsdaleaz.gov>

To: nancy cantor <nancyanncantor@cox.net>; Dolan, Jan <jdolan@scottsdaleaz.gov>; City
Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Cc: jprsh@cox.net; f8713@aol.com; sw1170@cox.net; DAP64@aol.com

Sent: Mon, 8 May 2006 17:54:38 -0700

06/01/2006



R Page 2 of 2

Subject: RE: SkySong

Nancy, as we discussed on the phone, the developers of SkySong are getting ready
to propose adding residential uses to the project. While the residential use is
allowed under the zoning, the developers still must get City Council approval to
modify the lease. The non-residential buildings (office ard retail) are required
to be built prior to or concurrent with any residential structures. Also, they
will not be dormitories or other types of student housing, rather the
development is intended to be market rate rental housing. Once the developers
submit a proposal, staff will arrange a public open house to review the plans
and make comments. I will let you know when that meeting is, but feel free to
call me if you have guestions.

————— Original Message----—-

From: nancy cantor [mailto:nancyanncantor@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 4:27 PM

To: Dolan, Jan; Gawf, Ed; City Council

Cc: jprsh@cox.net; £8713@aol.com; swll70€cox.net; DAP64@ac. .com
Subject: SkySong

I understand that residential development is being proposed for the SkySong
development. Please clarify what is being proposed and by who.

The Scottsdale Coalition participated in the planning for the site and we were
under the impression that there was to be no residential development on that

property, either developed by ASU or by the City.

It was our understanding that residential could go up on adjacent property at
Los Arcos Crossing, for example.

Nancy Cantor
(480)516-4666

06/01/2006
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King, Kristi

From: F8713@aol.com

Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 5:02 PM

To: nancyanncantor@cox.net; Dolan, Jan; Gawf, Ed; City Council
Cc: jprsh@cox.net; sw1170@cox.net; Dap0804 @aol.com
Subject: Re: SkySong

If you haven't seen it, the SkySong website shows pretty substantial
residential in the southeast corner of the site:

http://skysongcenter.com/images/siteplan future.html

It was just a matiter of when they were going to come forward with it, now we know....

We asked the planning commission to take that portion out of the zoning request, I believe Darlene
brought up the issue to the council also.

| understand that residential development is being proposed for the SkySong development. Please clarify what
is being proposed and by who.

The Scottsdale Coalition participated in the planning for the site and we were under the impression that there
was to be no residential development on that property, either developed by ASU or by the City.

It was our understanding that residential could go up on adjacent property at Los Arcos Crossing, for example.

Nancy Cantor
(480)516-4666

06/01/2006
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From: Dolan, Jan

Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 4:44 PM
To: Gawf, Ed

Cc: Roderigue, David

Subject: FW: SkySong

Importance: High

Ed: please send response with details as we know them

Jan Dolan

City Manager

3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd.
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
480.312.2422
www.ScottsdaleAZ.gov

————— Original Message-----

From: nancy cantor [mailto:nancyanncantor@cox.net]

Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 4:27 PM

To: Dolan, Jan; Gawf, Ed; City Council

Cc: jprsh@cox.net; f8713@aol.com; swll70@cox.net; DAP64Haol.com
Subject: SkySong

I understand that residential development is being proposed for the SkySong development.
Please clarify what is being proposed and by who.

The Scottsdale Coalition participated in the planning for the site and we were under the
impression that there was to be no residential development con that property, either
developed by ASU or by the City.

It was our understanding that residential could go up on adjacent property at Los Arcos
Crossing, for example.

Nancy Cantor
(480)516-4666



KingLKristi

From: nancy cantor [nancyanncantor @cox.net]

Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 4:27 PM

To: Dolan, Jan; Gawf, Ed; City Council

Cc: jprsh@cox.net; f8713@aol.com; sw1170@cox.net; DAP64@aol.com
Subiject: SkySong

I understand that residential development is being proposed for the SkySong development.
Please clarify what is being proposed and by who.

The Scottsdale Coalition participated in the planning for the site and we were under the
impression that there was to be no residential development on that property, either
developed by ASU or by the City.

It was our understanding that residential could go up on adjacent property at Los Arcos
Crossing, for example.

Nancy Cantor
(480)516-4666



Fuller, Bonnie

From: Cummins, Mac

Sent: Thursday, June 15, 2006 11:22 AM
To: Fuller, Bonnie

Cc: Galav, Lusia; Ekblaw, Kroy
Subject: FW: SkySong Apartments

Please place in the 88-DR-2005#2 case file. Kroy & Lusia, FYI.

Mac

————— Original Message———--

From: WebSiteUser@scottsdaleaz.gov [mailto:WebSiteUser@scottsdaleaz.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, June 14, 2006 9:52 PM

To: Cummins, Mac

Subject: SkySong Apartments

Do not reply to this message via email.
The Internet user did not provide a return email address:

It appears to me that the residents you live along 78th are least 300 feet from their
parking...try carry your groceries that far. Has this Architect ever designed a wrap
apartment building? You should visit California and you will see no one parks this far
from the front door...

This message was feedback from the following web page:
http://eservices.scottsdaleaz.gov/cases/casesheet.aspx?caseid=31636
6/14/2006 9:52:10 PM

70,190.112.3 Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 6.0; Windows NT 5.1; SV1; .NET CLR 1.1.4322;
.NET CLR 1.0.3705) sessionID: 17221195
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Proposed SkySong Residential

Leas\mendment
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Tonight’'s Request

AAI LA ---------

uuy Council is requested to ad opt Resolution

No. 6958 authorizing Agreement No. 2004-
119-COS-A1, an amendment to the ground
lease between the City and the Arizona Stal
University Foundation Scottsdale L.L.C. to
allow for the addition of residential uses at

the SkySong project at the southeast cornet
of Scottsdale Rd. and McDowell Rd.

ra



Background

04: Council approves developn

e
Skysong — purchase of land, ASUF lease
® 8/04: Purchasel/lease effective
e 2/05: Ad-hoc committee report released
e 6/05: Council approves zoning |
¢ 12/05: Design approved for initial phas
e 1/06: Groundbreaking

s
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Zoning Approval and Development
Framework Plan

e First Floor Retail

e Center Boulevard/
Pedestrian
Orientation

e Transit Center
° Plazas and Publlc

o ReSIdentiaI

e Transporta
Demand
Management (TDM

e LEED Certified

Officel/ Retail
i St e 08T 8 e 1.2 million sqft ,
R TR R R ﬂ” oo © Office & Retail
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Phase | & [l Approval

Construction of Two (2)
157,000 square foot

buildings (Phases 1 & 2

Addition of “Center

P!azas” and Dalnna*inp

ANV NNGCIUVLOLEIY

SkySong above Center
Plazas

Temporary parking
facilities (Possible
Structure)

Infrastructure for the
entire project

— Internal roadways

— Landscaping
_. (Periphery & Internal
& along roadways)

.
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Key Terms and Conditions
of the sed Lease




Key Terms and Conditions

Residential Permitted: The amendment
would allow for the development of a
residential component at SkySong. The
reSIdentlaI would be in addition to the
currently required 1.2 mil. sq.ft. of
commercial space, and would be
required to be built within the current”
lease development parameters of 60’
maximum height and 0.8 FAR
maximum.




Key Terms and Conditions

2. Type of Residential: Any residential

constructed must be designed, built,
marketed, and operated as “market-rate”
housing for the general public. It may r

be used as student dorms, fraternitie
sororities, or be used as any other ty
of student housing controlled by Arizon
State University.




Key Terms and Conditions

3. Residential Phasing: The amendment
specifies that the initial residential phase
Is limited to 325 units. Future additions
(up to the max. allowed by zoning)
would be allowed only as commercia
space is built — one residential unit fo
each additional 1,000 sq.ft. of office/
retail space after the initial developmen
phases.




Key Terms and Conditions

4. City Costs: No costs of any kind relating
to the residential will be borne by the City,
or be part of the City’s mfrastructure cap
of $44.5 million. Additionally, the City
costs relating to the initial parking
structure are capped at $12,000 per
space, even though current constructior
estimates are significantly higher.




Key Terms and Conditions

5. City Revenues: The amendment would

provide for 2 opportunities for the City to
participate in the residential project. For
each residential unit developed, the Ci

will receive $9,200 upfront, to be
credited against the infrastructure cap
In addition, the City can share in future
net revenues from a sale of the comple;
over $40,000 per unit, on a 50/50 basis




Potential City Revenues

Initial 325 Units

Max. 805 Units

| ease Rev. $2.99 mil. $7.40 mil.
New Tax Rev 2.12 mil. © 5.23 mil.
Total: $5.11 mil.  $12.63 mi

+ potential for sharing of net revenu

The City’s current infrastructure cap woul
be reduced to: $41.51 mil. $37.1 mil.

e
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Public Process

e Significant media coverage and
community discussion of this proposal.

¢ 5/31. Community open house

e 6/13: Ad-hoc task force review
e 6/14: Planning commission
e DRB has held 2 study sessions

e \Written communication from public was
attached to the Council Report

.,n«; a




Summary of Key Issues

Is residential appropriate at Skysong?

If so, what controis are in place to protect the
community?

Won't additional residential in the area over-
burden the area infrastructure such as

streets?
What are the financial benefits to City?
Is the proposed design appropriate?

Should there be any limitations on the
number of residential units?




Summary

Staff recommends approving amendment.

e Residential adds to the project — mixed

BB EVANVAW |

use, makes it more attractive to tenants,
screens parking structures, etc.

e Financial benefits to the City with nocsts

e Lease provides for protections for the
community

e Design will still go through an extensive
public review process

2
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Proposed Council Action

City Council is requested to adopt
Resolution No. 6958 authorizing
Agreement No. 2004-119-C0OS-A1, an
amendment to the ground lease between
the Clty and the Arizona State UnlverS|ty
Foundation Scottsdale L.L.C. to allow for
the addition of residential uses at the
SkySong project at the southeast corne

Scottsdale Rd. and McDowell Rd.




